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Introduction 


Chronology may not always be considered the most exciting subject by archae- 
ologists and ancient historians, but its importance can hardly be overestimated, 
and recent years have certainly witnessed a renewed interest in chronolog- 
ical problems. When the Danish Research Foundation’s Centre for Black Sea 
Studies was established in February 2002, it was decided that the Centre’s 
first international conference should have as its theme the chronology of the 
Black Sea area, with special focus on the period from 400 to 100 BC, a period 
which has indeed had its share of chronological debates and revisions. Thus 
the destruction of Olynthos in 348 BC as a chronological fixed point has been 
challenged; the tentative chronology proposed by H. Thompson for Athen- 
ian Hellenistic pottery has in recent years been corrected by S. Rotroff; and 
the chronologies of Hellenistic transport amphoras originating in Black Sea 
workshops such as Herakleia Pontike, Sinope and Chersonesos, as well as the 
precise datings of a number of local coinages, are still hotly debated. It goes 
without saying that the chronological framework established for the Greek 
colonies on the shores of the Black Sea is also of crucial importance for the 
dating of the nomad cultures of the steppes during the first millennium BC. 

The purpose of the conference was a closer examination of the elements 
on which the chronologies used in Black Sea archaeology and history in the 
relevant period are built - and the overall chronology, if such exists. 

The present volume presents 13 contributions from the conference. Broadly 
speaking, they can be divided into papers presenting the chronological basis 
on which we currently operate, and papers on specific case studies, where the 
dating of a site, a group of sites or deposits, and the reasons for the suggested 
dates are presented. Central issues are coins, amphora stamps and imported 
fine-ware pottery, together with the written source material. 

An important objective of the conference was to bring together research- 
ers working in different disciplines and different fields, i.e. both researchers 
whose focal point is the Mediterranean, and colleagues whose expertise is 
concentrated on the Black Sea area itself. 

The volume opens with Rotroff's contribution on the chronology of Hel- 
lenistic pottery from the Athenian agora. She draws particular attention to 
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the fact that this chronology has been built up over a long period and has 
undergone a number of revisions; that there is a danger of circular argu- 
mentation, such as the use of the new Athenian coinage, the introduction of 
which is in itself based on pottery chronology. One cannot but agree that at 
the moment the Attic chronology provides one example of how a model of 
diachronic development can be built and maintained, and that Athens cur- 
rently provides the finest-grained chronology existing for pottery of the 4th 
to the 1st centuries BC. 

Lawall's paper covers much of the same ground, but from a different 
perspective, and with emphasis on the often overlooked fact that creating 
chronologies involves negotiating a web of relationships between groups of 
artefacts. One might consider such efforts as hopelessly circular and subjec- 
tive. Lawall, however, adopts a more positive approach, offering the reader a 
brief "state of the art" as to the late Classical and Hellenistic amphora stamps 
in the Aegean, and goes on to present the present situation as to the chronol- 
ogy of the most important of these, i.e. the Thasian. 

Monachov uses a different perspective than the eponym stamps to exam- 
ine the chronology of Rhodian amphoras by tracing the development of the 
shape of the Rhodian amphora through time. 

The following contribution by Conovici focuses less on the chronology of 
one or more amphora productions than on fluctuations in the import patterns 
of the three most securely dated amphora production centres, i.e. Thasos, 
Sinope, and Rhodos, in some of the cities on the west coast of the Black Sea, 
in particular Istros, Kallatis, and Tomis. Despite differences in the distribu- 
tion patterns, coincidences in the peaks reached by the imports to the west 
Pontic cities, especially Kallatis, may also point to the present chronologies 
of these three production centres as being correct, at least when considered 
in decades instead of years. 

Callatay's contribution takes us to a different field, i.e. that of numismatics. 
If one sometimes wonders whether a chronological precision within less than 
a five-year horizon is worthwhile, Callatay's contribution on the chronology 
of the Mithridatic bronze coins offers a case for how much can actually be at 
stake. Callatay proposes considerable changes to the traditionally accepted 
chronology for both the Mithridatic and Bosporan issues, which gave rise to 
the historical interpretation that Mithridates Eupator began as a friendly ally 
of the Bosporan cities and later acted very brutally towards these cities. Cal- 
latay offers a very different scenario. 

Hojte re-examines the dating of the inscription from Chersonesos with 
Pharnakes’ decree, carefully reviewing the evidence, or rather lack of evidence, 
for the date traditionally accepted as to this decree. He concludes that at pres- 
ent no definite proof exists for the two proposed dates, but that the Seleucid 
calendar is the most probable for determining the date of the inscription, in 
which case the history of Chersonesos during the first half of the second cen- 
tury BC needs to be reconsidered. 
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The Pharnakes decree and its date is also at the centre of Stolba’s contribu- 
tion, which presents a new chronology for Chersonesean amphora stamps. 
Having reconsidered the anchoring points of the local stamp chronology, he 
proposes a long break in the production during the third century BC. 

The contributions of Hannestad, Zolotarev, Bylkova, Krapivina, Mord- 
vinceva, and Zajcev present case studies from Olbia and Chersonesos, their 
chorai and the inner Crimea, discussing the means by which a deposit, a site, 
or a cluster of sites have been dated. 

In her contribution Hannestad re-examines the elements on which the 
dating of the so-called Monumental Building U6 have been built up, and 
demonstrates how the end date c. 270 BC is based on Kac’s chronology for 
Chersonesean amphoras, whereas the date of the erection relies on Rotroff's 
dating of the black-glazed Athenian pottery of the early Hellenistic period, 
together with Stolba's chronology for Chersonesean bronze coins. 

Zolotarev presents a recently excavated deposit found in Chersonesos, 
which offers us an impression of the affluence which characterized the city 
in the third century BC. 

Krapivina carefully examines all the evidence that has so far been brought 
to light concerning the city of Olbia in the Late Hellenistic period, which 
is one of the least known periods in the history of the city. The material 
presented includes a recently found inscription (2002), which provides evi- 
dence for a strategos of Mithridates Eupator and his governor-general in 
Olbia building a defensive wall in the year 220 of the Pontic era (78/77 BC). 
The available evidence also clearly confirms that by the middle of the 1st 
century BC, life ceased to exist in the city for several decades, due to the 
invasion of the Getae. 

Archaeological field work, particularly in the 1980s and 1990s, has enabled 
Valeria Bylkova to draw up the settlement development on the lower Dnieper 
in the period from c. 400-100 BC. Amphora and tile stamps together with 
imported pottery are the most important elements for establishing an over- 
all chronology for changes in settlement patterns in both the Greek and the 
Scythian settlements. 

During the conference the revised chronology of Rhodian amphoras recent- 
ly proposed by G. Finkielsztejn was an often-discussed subject, and the par- 
ticipants were convinced of its validity. Perhaps Zajcev's contribution on the 
chronology of Scythian Neapolis in the second century BC most clearly shows 
how this chronology fits in with evidence from a combination of the strati- 
graphy of a site and the written evidence concerning this monument. 

The volume ends with a presentation by Mordvinceva of the chronology 
of the richest Sarmatian barrow - Nogajéik - in the Crimea. The barrow con- 
tained a female burial with a large number of luxury grave goods. Among 
the pieces are а “millefiori” (mosaic) glass cup that provides a terminus post 
quem to the first century BC, and a fusiform unguentarium that suggests that 
the burial can hardly be later than the middle of the first century BC. 
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It is our hope that the contributions in this volume will prove useful for 
reopening discussions on dates and chronologies which may long have been 
taken for granted, and ultimately contribute to establishing a firmer chrono- 
logical framework for the Black Sea region in the last centuries before our 
era. 


Lise Hannestad Vladimir Stolba 
Aarhus, August 2004 


Four Centuries of Athenian Pottery 


Susan I. Rotroff 


INTRODUCTION 


The four centuries of ceramic development that are the topic of this paper 
(400 BC to the beginning of the Common Era) fall into no less than three of 
the standard chronological divisions of antiquity: the Classical, the Helle- 
nistic, and the Roman periods. These have traditionally been the preserves 
of different scholars, and it is for this reason that the ceramic chronology is 
rooted in three different works of scholarship: for the fourth century, Brian 
Sparkes’ and Lucy Talcott's analysis, published in 1970 in volume XII of the 
Agora series; for the ensuing Hellenistic period, Homer Thompson's 1934 Hes- 
peria article, "Two Centuries of Hellenistic Pottery"; and, for the 1st century, 
Henry Robinson's 1959 publication of Group F, in Agora VB Not surprisingly, 
the points at which these three great fabrics join are not seamless; there are 
gaps and overlaps that would not have been there had the weaving been in 
the hands of a single craftsman. Furthermore, significant new evidence has 
come to light since the publication of these authoritative studies, now mak- 
ing it possible to refine some of their conclusions. I would like to contribute 
below some thoughts about the methodology used in the construction of the 
Agora chronology, along with a review of the chronology itself as I now see 
it, in light of the most recent discoveries (both archaeological and intellec- 
tual) in the field of Greek ceramics. Overstepping the boundaries set by the 
organizers of the conference, I carry my summary down to the end of the 1st 
century because, as I will make clear below, the Hellenistic ceramic tradition 
survived at least that long. 


EVIDENCE FOR THE AGORA CHRONOLOGY 


The Agora ceramic chronology rests on two main props: fixed chronological 
points, i.e. deposits that contain a large amount of ordinary Attic pottery, 
which also can be associated with a dated historical event; and "closed" depos- 
its, stratigraphically isolated groups of material with a limited range of date, 
most commonly the contents of wells and cisterns. A third form of evidence 
- material from physically superimposed layers - has traditionally been cru- 
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cial in the formation of ceramic chronologies. Few such sequences, however, 
have been recovered at the Agora and consequently this kind of evidence has 
played almost no part in the development of the Agora chronology. 


Historical fixed points 


In evaluating the Agora chronology, an obvious question to ask is, how sturdy 
are these two props? First let us consider the historical anchors. There are 
only a handful: the destruction of Olynthos; the foundation of Alexandria; 
the occupation of Koroni; the destruction of Corinth; and finally, the attack 
of Sulla on the city of Athens. We might add the purification pit on Rheneia 
for, although it falls before our period, it provides the only mooring until 
we reach the middle of the 4th century. The date emerges from Thucydides’ 
account (3.104) of the purification of the sanctuary at Delos undertaken by 
the Athenians in 426/425. The association of the pit - rich in both figured and 
black gloss pottery as well as much earlier material - with the purification 
has not been challenged, but the presence of some indubitably later material 
urges that it be used with cautionB 

The large collection of pottery at Olynthos, destroyed by Philip II in 348, 
is the linchpin of 4th century ceramic chronology B The presence of later 4th 
century coins on the site, and the fact that, according to Diodoros Sikulos 
(19.52.2), much of the population of the new foundation at Kassandreia in 
316 was drawn from among the Olynthians, have prompted some scholars 
to challenge 348 as a reliable terminus ante quem for pottery from this site, and 
to suggest that the mass of ceramics there should be dated well down in the 
4th century, rather than in its second quarter It is certainly true that the city 
was not completely deserted after 348, but Nicholas Cahill's recent analysis 
of the distribution of the post-348 coins demonstrates that most of the reha- 
bitation was in the northwestern section of the North HillBIn this part of the 
excavation, Robinson contented himself for the most part with tracing walls; 
few floors were excavated, and almost none of the published pottery comes 
from this part of the site. We can still, I believe, rely on the bulk of the pottery 
from the remainder of the site for a view into the mid-4th century cupboard. 
Just how much of that pottery is Attic, however, remains open to question. 
David Robinson thought that most of the black and plain wares and lamps 
were of local manufacture while Peter Corbett and Lucy Talcott felt confi- 
dent that much of the fine pottery was Attic The issue remains unresolved. 
If the pottery is not Attic, we may well ask how useful it is for framing an 
Attic chronology, for it is quite likely that the products of different centers of 
production, even if heavily Atticizing in character, would follow somewhat 
different developmental paths. 

Alexandria provides a likely terminus post quem of 331, the date of its foun- 
dation, for deposits excavated there - although we cannot affirm that no one 
was living there earlier. Even if we discard the notion of earlier settlers or 
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visitors, it is difficult to evaluate the pottery found in the earliest cemeteries. 
We can say that it was buried after 331, but we cannot tell how long after. Nor 
can we be certain that any single object was not an heirloom brought from 
abroad, decades old at the time of its inhumation. It is problematical as well 
that much of this material was excavated early in the 20th century and is not 
published to a standard that makes it easy to use for the investigation of fine 
chronological questions. Fortunately, Alexandrian archaeology is undergo- 
ing a revival, and new excavations have brought to light more material from 
the early years of the city. Even so, we are again plagued by the question of 
the origin of the pottery: is it Attic, or not? Some scholars are convinced that 
much of it is; others have expressed doubts. In any event, the site, no mat- 
ter how meticulously excavated, is unlikely to be as useful as contained sites 
with a terminus ante quem. 

Such a site is the Ptolemaic encampment on the headland at Koroni, on 
the east coast of Attica, excavated in a short, three-week season in 1960. 
The modest ambition of the project was to determine the date and nature 
of ruins long visible on the surface. The results, however, were an archaeo- 
logical bombshell. Coins found on the site enabled the excavators to date its 
occupation to the reign of Ptolemy IL, and furthermore to associate it with the 
presence of Ptolemaic troops in Attica at the time of the Chremonidean War, 
between 267 and 262/261 BC. This conclusion led to another and far more 
wide-reaching one: that the ceramic chronology outlined by Thompson for 
the first sixty years of the Hellenistic period was too high by about a gener- 
ation. After a series of initial challenges the dating of the site has achieved 
widespread acceptance, and Virginia Grace’s 1974 downward revision of her 
Rhodian amphora chronology on the basis of evidence unrelated to Когоһ 
lent important support to the new, lower chronology. It did not, however, 
resolve the discrepancy altogether, for it gave a date in the late 270's for the 
amphoras} which had therefore to be regarded as serving a secondary use 
as water containers in the latter half of the 260’s. Now, however, Gerald 
Finkielsztejn’s further revision of the Rhodian chronology places the three 
eponyms documented at Koroni - Chrysostratos, Agrios, and Antileon - in 
the years 267-265[I This solves the problem neatly and allows us to imagine 
that the amphoras were brought to the site fresh from the vintner when the 
troops occupied the site. Although it has been suggested that there may have 
been some earlier habitation at Когопі/ nothing has happened in the forty 
and more years since the excavation to undermine c. 261 as a terminal date. 

The next fixed point, the destruction of Corinth by Roman soldiers under 
Mummius in 146, is of only limited usefulness for the Attic chronology. First 
of all, evidence has been growing over the years that there was substantial 
squatter activity on the site during the 100 years between its destruction and 
the establishment of the Roman colony. This is most clearly documented by 
stamped amphora handles, but imported fine ceramics of the intervening 
period have been identified as well Most of the Mummian destruction debris 
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is in secondary deposits, representing clean-up at the time of resettlement 
a century later, in the course of which later material may have entered the 
archaeological record. And, finally, the Attic pottery from Corinth remains 
largely unpublished, further limiting the utility of the site for the purposes of 
Attic chronology-building. Potentially more useful for the mid-2nd century is 
the construction fill of the Stoa of Attalos, which, if the foot-high inscription 
on its facade means anything, must have been constructed during the reign 
of Attalos II, from 159 to 138. Here, however, we have quite a wide range for 
a terminus ante quem: the fill could have been dumped within the foundations 
during any one of the twenty-one years of Attalos' reign. In any event, it has 
never received systematic study and remains unpublished; it is clear, how- 
ever, that, like many building fills, it covers a very long range of date and is 
largely composed of very fragmentary material. 

Our final fixed point is the sack of Athens in 86 BC by the Roman general 
Sulla. Several deposits may be associated with this event on the basis of the 
coins and amphora handles that they contain. The coins are the final issue 
of the Fulminating Zeus series, marked with Mithradates' star between cres- 
cents on the reverse The Knidian amphoras are those of the latter part of 
the duoviri period, which probably ended in 88 BC. Twenty-three deposits 
at the Agora contain one or both of these markers, and one has been fully 
published from elsewhere in the city l3 None, however, is lying where it fell 
on the fateful first of March in 86 BC. Like the destruction debris at Corinth, 
these are secondary deposits, cleared away when the area in question was 
rebuilt or renovated, often decades after the event. Hence, most of these 
deposits contain some identifiably later material - be it a coin, an amphora 
handle, or a fragment of Roman sigillata - and one must remain alive to the 
possibility that some contain material that is not identifiably later, but is later 
nonetheless. 


"Closed" deposits 


No one of the fixed points discussed above - except perhaps Koroni - pres- 
ents a perfect case, but they are nonetheless indispensable landmarks along 
the course of Attic ceramic development. The next challenge is to chart the 
unknown territory between them. For the Agora chronology, these gaps have 
been elucidated by creating what amount to a secondary series of fixed points, 
in the form of the so-called "closed" deposits. This approach was a bold inno- 
vation by Homer Thompson} the first scholar, as far as I am aware, to use 
deposits other than graves in this manner. The fine tuning of the Agora chro- 
nology of the 4th to the 1st century depends on some 300 "closed" deposits of 
this sort. Valuable as they are, however, they present significant difficulties. 

First: How truly "closed" are these deposits? None is protected by an 
impervious sealing, such as a cement floor - although some approach that 
situation, lying at the bottoms of wells, beneath sterile layers of mud or col- 


Four Centuries of Athenian Pottery 15 


lapsed bedrock. In almost all cases, however, it would have been possible for 
later objects to enter the cistern or well some time after it was originally filled 
with debris, or to have sifted down to lower levels from higher ones - in the 
course of time or during excavation - or to have fallen in from the surface 
at the time of excavation. Connecting tunnels in cistern systems also offer 
avenues for contamination. In addition, many of these deposits presented 
difficult excavation problems: in some cases, partial collapse confounded the 
contents; danger of collapse made stratigraphic excavation difficult or impos- 
sible in others. In cisterns, particularly, it was not easy to sort out the typically 
cone-shaped layers of accumulation when digging underground, in the dark 
and in the damp. Direct observation of excavation in progress was difficult, 
and workmen were often left on their own for long stretches as the cistern 
was cleared. And of course the possibilities for intrusion in the construction 
fill of a dirt-floored building are legion. A prime difficulty in the use of this 
evidence, then, is distinguishing between the original deposit and intrusions 
of later date. A single fragment some hundreds of years later than the bulk 
of the material can easily be dismissed; material seemingly only a decade or 
a generation later than the whole poses a more challenging question. Is it an 
intrusion, or is it evidence that the deposit was closed later, and that other 
material within that deposit may also date later? Paradoxically, this problem 
becomes more acute as the chronology becomes finer. 

A closely related problem is the estimation of the terminal date of the 
deposit. The first step, of course, is an evaluation of the most closely datable 
objects: figured pottery in the first fifty years of our span, stamped amphora 
handles and coins thereafter. These are a godsend, but their utility is nonethe- 
less limited, as Figure 1 illustrates. Over half (58%) of the c. 225 Hellenistic 
deposits included in Agora XXIX contain amphora handles, although it is in 
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Fig. 1. Percentage of Hellenistic deposits in Agora XXIX containing stamped amphora 
handles or coins. 
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only 45% of the deposits that an amphora handle is the latest datable object. 
Even in those cases, other evidence (usually the pottery itself) may indicate 
that the terminal date must be substantially later. When this is taken into con- 
sideration, it turns out that amphora handles are useful in determining the 
date of deposit in only about one third of the cases. Coins, as it develops, are 
considerably less useful. Half of the deposits contain coins, largely bronzes, 
usually badly corroded, and only rarely closely dated. They constitute the 
latest datable objects in one third of the deposits, but they are instrumental 
in suggesting a terminal date in only 15% of the cases. 

The latest datable object (assuming that we do not reject it as intrusive) 
tells us only the earliest possible date at which the material could have been 
discarded. Although the lapse between manufacture and discard is, ultimately, 
not recoverable, it is essential to scrutinize the state of preservation of the 
dating object, which may provide some hints. Worn coins must have circu- 
lated for some time, and fragmentary and battered objects are likely to be 
older than whole ones in a given deposit. I have generally assumed ten year 
lapse after the latest amphora handle - considering that the amphora had to 
be imported, discarded, smashed to bits, and then thrown away. Complete 
amphoras must be regarded differently from fragments of handles, but there 
is ample evidence of long-term reuse of amphoras as storage jars, and we can 
never assume they were new when discarded. 

Occasionally datable objects and other information can be combined to 
turn one of these deposits into an historically “fixed” point. Such is the case 
with the debris from abandoned water sources around the Tholos 24 It con- 
tains abundant material of a public nature: fragments of official measures, clay 
and lead seals, fragments of inscriptions, and rooftiles labeled demosion. For 
this reason it had been conjectured ever since its excavation in 1934 that the 
debris resulted from some event in the chaotic history of Athens in the late 
4th or early 3rd century. A somewhat worn coin of the owl-left issue, which 
John Kroll now dates beginning in 307 provides a terminus post quem, and 
it seems likely that the damage took place during the brief reign of the tyrant 
Lachares in 294. The material from these deposits, then, can be placed in the 
latter years of the 4th century and the earliest years of the 3rd, providing a 
useful checkpoint between Olynthos and Koroni. 

Finally, how homogeneous - in terms of date - can we expect any one 
deposit to be? The amphoras often cover many decades, and figured pottery 
in well deposits of the last half of the 5th and first half of the 4th century fre- 
quently documents a range of thirty to fifty years, at least for fragments; even 
wider spans are not unheard-of (see Fig. 2). We can assume, then, that a range 
of fifty years within a dumped deposit is not unusual - though of course there 
will be wide variability in the degree of chronological homogeneity. 
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Fig. 2. Range of red-figure in Agora wells containing five or more red-figure fragments 
(450-350 BC). 


Note: absolute ranges cannot be calculated because individual fragments of red-figure 
are themselves dated within a range (e.g., 410-400, or last quarter of 5th century). Three 
figures are used here to give a realistic impression of the data. The minimum range is 
the smallest possible range documented by the fragments. The maximum range is the 
largest possible range documented by the fragments. The average range for a deposit 
is the average of the minimum and maximum range figures for that deposit. Data and 
dates are taken from Moore 1997. 


The Komos Cistern 


A chronology is like any other structure: once it has been built, it requires 
maintenance if it is to continue to function effectively; and our chronolog- 
ical evaluation of the deposits must frequently be adjusted to take account 
of new evidence. The Komos Cistern (deposit M 21:1), excavated by Eugene 
Vanderpool in 1947, provides a good example of the evolution of scholarly 
interpretation of a single deposit. Whatever Hellenistic house or workshop it 
served has left no trace; the cistern itself had collapsed in antiquity, and the 
resultant hole had been filled with a pottery-rich debris. The physical situation 
made it impossible to excavate the cistern stratigraphically: instead, a circle 
something over 1.00 m in diameter was dug through this fill to a depth of 
4.00 m and then expanded outwards. Below the pottery-rich fill lay a sterile 
layer of broken bedrock about 2.00 m thick - the remnants of the collapsed 
cistern wall - and below it a layer of mud, 40-50 cm thick, that rested on the 
bottom of the chamber, representing sediment that had accumulated while 
the cistern was in use. Unfortunately these tidy householders had dropped no 
significant trash into their water source; the silt contained only a few sherds. 
(See Fig. 3 for a schematic reconstruction of the excavation situation and the 
various interpretations that have been proposed). 
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Fig. 3. Schematic representation of the evolving interpretation of the stratigraphy and 
chronology of the Komos Cistern. 
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The total of inventoried objects from the Komos Cistern is over 250; in 
addition, a large amount of uninventoried pottery was retained. This material 
includes many terracotta figurines and one mold for their manufacture, along 
with at least seven molds for moldmade bowls, wasters, and kiln furniture, 
indicating that it is at least in part the refuse from a potter’s workshop. Most 
of the moldmade bowls and molds could be associated with the workshop 
of Bion, one of the earliest producers of moldmade bowls at Athens, which 
makes this deposit particularly important for the chronology of this type of 
object. Consequently, it has been scrutinized with some care, by me, and 
before me by Roger Edwards. 

Vanderpool thought that the pottery-rich debris was a single fill: “because 
of the way we were forced to dig the cistern, no stratification can be recorded. 
There probably is none, however,” he wrote in the field notebook in 1947. 
Subsequent study, however, cast doubt on this conclusion. In 1956, Roger 
Edwards discussed the Komos Cistern in a letter to Dorothy Thompson, 
responding to a query from her about its date. He suggested a wide range for 
the material - the whole of the 3rd century - but identified nothing he would 
date after 200. This conclusion was in line with the dating of the thirty-four 
stamped amphora handles, as it was then understood. Thompson, however, 
thought that some of the terracottas were Іаіег 2 to which Edwards replied 
"if some of your material is a bit later than 200, I would settle for ascribing 
it to a supplementary fill it wasn't possible to distinguish in digging." As he 
explains, “It is very usual in cisterns, as I’m sure you appreciate from your 
own experience, to have a supplementary fill since the original filling inevit- 
ably settles," adding parenthetically "architects won't erect buildings on a fill 
until it has settled for 7 years, I’m told." This reasonable suggestion also had 
the advantage of accounting for the numismatic evidence, which pointed to 
a later date as well. While the latest legible Athenian bronze coins from the 
deposit appeared to date in the 3rd century, there were eight silver coins of 
Histiaia dating between 196 and 146. Seven of these were found in a concreted 
clump, suggesting that this was a hoard or a lost purse. The level at which 
they were found was not recorded, but the eighth appeared on the first day 
of excavation; the hoard, then, is likely to have been located near the top of 
the deposit, and it could therefore be assigned to the supplementary filling. 
This hypothetical supplementary filling went on to become published fact in 
Thompson’s article on the terracottas from the Komos cistern, published in 
Hesperia in 1963. She wrote, "A supplementary filling presumably occurred 
before the middle of the 2nd century," quoting a 1961 letter from Roger 
Edwards to that effect 24 

Edwards, however, was also able to envision another scenario. In an 
undated typescript that he has been kind enough to share with me, he wrote: 
"]t is not unreasonable to suppose, since the associated house apparently 
continued in use after the filling [of the cistern] occurred, that the hoard was 
deposited beneath the floor level for safekeeping by one of the inhabitants 
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at a much later date and was actually intrusive in the filling.” In this case, 
the hoard need have no impact whatsoever on the chronology of the other 
material in the deposit. 

So the matter stood until the post-Koroni revisions were applied to the 
amphoras from the Komos Cistern. These indicated a date of c. 186 for the lat- 
est Rhodian handle, which names the eponym Kallikratides II. The chronology 
of Athenian coinage of this period has also been revised, as reported by Kroll 
in Agora XXVI, with new dates based in part on the amphora chronology. On 
this new reading, the latest of the Athenian coins, representing early issues 
in the Fulminating Zeus series, date after с. 19023 

A date of deposit post 186 might seem to solve the problem of the Histiaian 
coins, which had been dated 196 and 146. But in the estimation of numisma- 
tist Malcolm Wallace, who examined them shortly after they were excavated, 
these particular coins do not fall near the beginning of the series; furthermore, 
the degree of wear he observed on them suggested to him that the coins were 
sequestered “considerably after 170, say 160-150."Ed A gap of at least twenty- 
five years therefore remained between these coins and the next latest datable 
object. Consequently, in my discussions of the deposit in Agora XXII and Agora 
XXIX I adopted Roger Edwards’ suggestion that the Histiaian coins constituted 
an intrusive hoard. Kroll, too, in Agora XXVI, regarded them as intrusive P3 

Now, however, the implications of Finkielsztejn's revised amphora chro- 
nology must be considered. As it turns out, if the lower dating is correct, the 
chronological inconsistencies of the Komos Cistern all but disappear. The 
new date for the latest Rhodian eponym, Kallikratides II, falls between 175 
and 1732Inot so very much earlier than the proposed 160-150 for deposit of 
the coins. Remembering that Wallace's estimate of the date was just that - an 
estimate - we may claim the flexibility to suggest the coins might have been 
deposited as early as 170 or so. It now looks as though we can discard both 
of the explanatory scenarios and regard the deposit, lost purse and all, as the 
result of a single ancient event - just as Vanderpool originally thought. 

The Komos Cistern is only a single deposit, though a rich one. In an 
edifice as elaborate as a ceramic chronology, however, each adjustment has 
multiple implications. If the Komos Cistern is a little later than we thought, 
then other deposits with closely similar contents may be a little later too. A 
simple, wholesale downward shift or stretching of the chronology is unlikely 
to bring satisfying results; each case needs to be reexamined in the search for 
a more precise estimate of ancient dates. That type of thoroughgoing revi- 
sion is a major research task, requiring review of the original data, and hence 
beyond the scope of most users of the chronology. This inescapable fact fosters 
a conservatism in the assignment of dates, as people must continue to refer 
to the published or conventional chronology, even while realizing that it is 
in need of revision. 
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A REVIEW OF THE PRESENT STATE OF THE CHRONOLOGY 


Given these various adjustments and challenges, what is the present state of 
the Athenian chronology? Dates for the earliest part of the period under con- 
sideration here are strung out between the Rheneia purification deposit and 
Olynthos. The middle third of that seventy-five-year span - the first quarter of 
the 4th century - continues to be problematical. It predates the introduction of 
bronze coinage at Athens, and closely datable stamped amphora handles are 
virtually absent in Athenian deposits of that date. Dating therefore depends 
almost entirely on the red-figure pottery recovered from the deposits, which 
itself presents serious chronological challenges, for 4th century vase painting 
remains under-studied and insufficiently understood. 

The deposit record at the Agora is also poor for this span. A plot of the esti- 
mated dates at which the deposits included in Agora XII were discarded illus- 
trates the disparity of the evidence for different parts of the period. Although 
some material found more recently changes the picture, this is the evidence 
that Sparkes and Talcott relied upon in generating their chronology, and so 
it has a direct impact on the dates that they published. As Figure 4 shows, 
deposits discarded at the end of the 5th century or slightly thereafter greatly 
outnumber deposits laid down in the course of the first half of the 4th cen- 
tury. Even taking into account a natural tendency to choose a round number 
(400) as a terminal date, it is clear that the amount of evidence diminishes as 
one progresses into the century. Furthermore, ten of the deposits in this latter 
period are ritual pyres - small deposits made up mostly of miniature vessels 
and lacking external evidence for their dating; they can contribute little to 
the chronology. Finally, most of the remaining deposits are poor in figured 
pottery. A plot of the number of red-figure pieces per deposit throughout the 
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period shows how the amount of chronological evidence of this sort declines 
sharply after about 390 (Fig. 5). This leaves us with very little independent 
evidence upon which to base the dates of deposits in this span. 

Things become clearer in the second quarter of the century, when the pot- 
tery from Olynthos serves as a reliable comparandum. The eighty-year span 
between Olynthos and Koroni is also fairly well charted, for deposits of the 
late 4th and early 3rd century are relatively abundant. The introduction of 
bronze coinage at Athens around the middle of the 4th century contributes to 
the closer dating of some of them - although, since the dating of these coins 
is in part dependent on the pottery chronology, one must beware of circular 
argumentation. Crucially important to the sequence is the large collection of 
well-preserved pottery from the destruction debris of phase З of Bau Z in the 
Кегатеіков Ë] Although, as far as I am aware, the destruction of the build- 
ing has not been associated with any documented event, the date of deposit 
is firmly fixed by numismatic evidence. Bau Z-3 must have been destroyed 
after c. 320-317, the date of a posthumous silver coin of Alexander the Great 
found in the debris; and the absence of the owl-left issue among the fifty-three 
Athenian bronze coins indicates that the deposit was formed before that issue 
began to be struck, probably in 307/ ДЕ 

Koroni provides a point of comparison in the late 26075, supported, as I 
said above, by Finkielsztejn's lowered amphora chronology. Once we leave 
Koroni behind, however, it is 115 years to our next landmark in the destruction 
of Corinth. Fortunately, this span is punctuated by two significant ceramic 
innovations: the moldmade bowl and the long-petal bowl. Absolute dates are 
difficult to achieve, but deposits that fall between the two fixed points can be 
placed in relative sequence on the basis of whether or not they contain either 
of these two ceramic types. 

It is within this same span that Attic ceramic chronology is most immedi- 
ately affected by Finkielsztejn's lower chronology for Rhodian amphoras. To 
judge from the Agora excavations, Athenians imported Rhodian wine mas- 
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sively in the second half of the 3rd century and the first third or so of the 2nd 
century; thereafter, Rhodian amphoras are less frequent in the archaeological 
record and rarely provide a terminal date for an archaeological context. At 
issue here are amphoras of periods II and III of the Rhodian sequence: about 
239-175 in Grace's estimation; c. 234-161 in Finkielsztejn's chronology. There 
are thirty-one deposits (about 1476 of the whole) among those that I used in 
writing Agora XXIX where a Rhodian amphora handle provides the terminal 
date; as Figure 6 shows, almost all of them fall within this period. It is here, 
then, that acceptance of Finkielsztejn's lower chronology requires a down- 
ward shift of deposit date. I would like to take this opportunity to examine 
the consequences of such a shift for the dating of the moldmade bowl, which 
was introduced during this span. 

In Agora XXII, I dated the inception of the moldmade bowl after 240 on 
the basis of its absence from Thompson's Group BE The group is dated by 
an amphora stamped by the Rhodian fabricant Zenon, made at about the time 
when months began to be used on Rhodian stamps, an innovation that Vir- 
ginia Grace placed around 240. The fact that the amphora is nearly complete 
suggests that it may not have been very old at the time of its discard, so one 
might conjecture that the group was closed not much later. I noted also that 
the earliest deposit with significant numbers of bowls was the upper fill of 
the Altar Well, which contained a Rhodian amphora handle of the eponym 
Xenostratos, dated by Virginia Grace c. 217. This is a handle, not a complete 
amphora, so some time would have been required for it to be broken and 
discarded. I therefore suggested a deposit date of c. 210. Thus the introduc- 
tion of the moldmade was bracketed, on the basis of archaeological evidence, 
within the years c. 240 and 210, and I presented an historical argument that 
224 was the most likely date. That was the year of the first Ptolemaia, a likely 
occasion for the import and display of the sort of flashy, Alexandrian silver 
ware that the moldmade bowls clearly imitate. 
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Finkielsztejn's new dates push everything down They place the ampho- 
ra in Group B within the span 233-220 - perhaps close to c. 226 if, as Grace 
speculated, the eponym (whose name is entirely missing) is Philokrates ВЯ 
Finkielsztejn places Xenostratos, the latest eponym present in the Altar Well, 
in 211 or perhaps a little later; a date of deposit near the end of the 3rd century 
seems called for. Consequently, the introductory date for moldmade bowls 
is now bracketed between c. 226 and 200. On the face of it, while 224 remains 
possible as an initial date, the downward shift of the chronology would seem 
to make it less likely. 

Another piece of evidence, however, argues against a downward shift. In 
his 1934 article, Homer Thompson declared that moldmade bowls did not 
“occur at all in any part of Cistern B" £4 but when, in the course of preparation 
of Agora XXIX, I reexamined the uninventoried pottery from the deposit, I 
discovered among it a single fragment of a moldmade bowl, attributable to 
the workshop of Bion EJI am at a loss to explain how Thompson could have 
overlooked it, and I suppose it might have made its way into the lot by mis- 
take in the intervening years. In my discussion of the group in Agora XXIX I 
dismissed the fragment as intrusive (along with three other significantly later 
fragments that date in the 2nd century) Би if the terminal date of the group 
is after 226, a single fragment of a moldmade bowl is unexceptional, and I 
am now inclined to believe it is part of the original deposit. I can also point 
to another deposit dated by the eponym Philokrates (P 10:2) that contains 
fragments of three moldmade bowls. 

A review of the earliest contexts for moldmade bowls in the Agora, using 
Finkielsztejn's amphora dates, reveals eight deposits in which the latest 
amphora dates before 200, and where no other evidence is present to sug- 
gest a later date of deposit. First comes Group B, with its single fragment; two 
more deposits are probably close to it in date (N 21:9, P 10:2), with amphoras 
of Period Па (which ends, according to Finkielsztejn, in 220). The other five 
depositd*l contain amphoras of periods IIb or c (for Finkielsztejn, 219-199); 
with the exception of the Altar Well, none contains more than a few fragments 
of moldmade bowls. Moldmade bowls are a small but consistent presence 
in deposits with amphoras dating in the subsequent periods IIIa and IIIb (to 
which Finkielsztejn assigns the years c. 198-182) Pl Numbers then begin to 
grow, and moldmade bowls are always very numerous in deposits that have 
as their latest object amphora handles that Finkielsztejn assigns to periods IIId 
and e, dated by him to the span 175-161E This suggests that, whether the 
precise date of their introduction is 224 or a decade later, moldmade bowls 
tend to be scarce in the archaeological record before the beginning of the 
2nd century, and that they do not begin to become a substantial part of the 
archaeological record until as late as c. 180. It must always be kept in mind, 
though, that the nature of a deposit - whether domestic or industrial waste, or 
a potter’s dump - must also have an impact upon whether or not it contains 
substantial numbers of these elegant drinking vessels. 
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But we are now approaching another difficult question: the date of the 
introduction of the long-petal bowl, distinguished by its severe scheme of tall, 
ribless petals. The bowls were being made in considerable numbers at Corinth 
before the Roman destruction put an end to the ceramic industry in 146. They 
do not figure very prominently in the plates of Roger Edwards’ publication 
of the site’s pottery El but a visit to the storerooms at Corinth is enough to 
convince anyone that they were in full production at the time when Corinth 
was destroyed. At Pergamon they are found deep within the foundations of 
the Great Altar but that, unfortunately, is a monument without a secure 
date. Gioia de Luca and Wolfgang Radt have recently placed the beginning 
of construction іп 172“land Peter Callaghan has argued for a date of c. 16518 
Judged by ап Athenian comparandum that seems particularly apt - pottery 
from the construction fill of the stoa built by the Pergamene King Attalos II 
at Athens - an even later date would be preferable. The fill of Attalos’ Athen- 
ian stoa contains perhaps one fragment of a long-petal bowl (the piece is too 
small to be identified with certainty). Set beside the approximately ten frag- 
ments known from the fill of the Pergamene monument, this suggests the 
Great Altar was constructed by Attalos, and not at the very beginning of his 
reign. Still, since that remains in the realm of conjecture, it brings us no closer 
to the date of the bowls. 

The earliest securely dated deposit at the Agora for long-petal bowls of 
canonical type - that is, with flat petals and minimal rim decoration - is a 
cistern fill containing Knidian amphoras of period IV B (167 to 146 BC) and 
they occur in large numbers in deposits with Knidian amphoras of period V 
(146-108); their floruit, therefore, belongs firmly in the second half of the 2nd 
century. Four earlier deposits, however, contain fragments of long-petal bowls 
that diverge in various ways from the canonical type. Four fragments, prob- 
ably from two bowls, come from a fill that lay over the floor of the Square 
Peristyle (deposit O 8-9) Ed The latest Rhodian amphora handle in that deposit 
was stamped in the term of Hieron I, dated by Finkielsztejn to c. 186 BC#1 but 
the pottery is very similar to that in the Middle Stoa building fill, suggesting 
a common source for both and a closing date no earlier than c. 170. Another 
fragment, so similar to one of the bowls just mentioned that it could come 
from the same bowl, was found in cistern Р 21:4|Ч along with fragments of 
seventy-two bowls of earlier types. The latest datable objects in the deposit 
are four bronze coins of c. 190-183 and a largely complete amphora stamped 
by the Rhodian fabricant Aristokrates II (periods Ша-Ь, с. 195-184); but the 
similarity of the large collection of moldmade bowls to those in the Komos 
Cistern discussed above suggests this deposit might be about contemporary 
with it, and so deposited c. 170 or a bit later. Another possible fragment of 
early type has been detected among the c. forty bowls from cistern F 17:48 
All of its sixteen amphora handles probably date in the 3rd century, but а 
single coin indicates a deposit date after 190. Again, similarity to material 
from the Komos Cistern hints that the deposit date could be decades later. 
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Finally, fragments of a long-petal bowl with unusual overlapping petal were 
found behind the Middle Stoa, spread through deposits laid down in leveling 
operations after the building was completed - some time in the 2nd quarter of 
the 2nd century El At present, it looks as though Athenian potters had begun 
experimenting with the long-petal design by around 170, though its years of 
popularity lay some 15 to 20 years in the future Ed 

Long-petal bowls in quantity are the marker of deposits laid down after 
about 150, and Thompson’s Group E furnishes a rich collection of Athenian 
pottery in use not too long before the end of the century. Its dating is based 
on the absence, from among its thirteen amphora handles, of any Knidian 
amphoras naming an eponym of period VI, during which the duoviri were 
named; this practice is thought to have begun c. 108. Two of the fabricants 
named, however, occur elsewhere on handles marked by duoviri, so we must 
be close to the beginning of the period; a date of deposit in the decade before 
the end of the century seems to be called for. The uniformity of the deposit 
suggests that its range is not very great, and the material is probably typical 
for the last quarter of the 2nd century. There is very little evidence, however, 
for a detailed chronology of the third quarter of the 2nd century, that is, the 
period between the wholehearted adoption of the long-petal bowl and Group 
E. Only six of the many Agora deposits can be dated to this span (and their 
dating is tentative) £4 they do not document any ceramic changes in fine or 
plain that can be used for chronological purposes. Further study of the pottery 
associated with the construction of South Stoa II may eventually elucidate this 
timespan. At present, however, it is hard to put a date more precise than “sec- 
ond half of the 2nd century” on most of the ceramics of this general period. 

Not surprisingly, pottery made shortly before 86 is well known. Despite 
the fact that most of the Sullan deposits were cleared away long after the time 
of the sack, the material they contain is generally very uniform, and we may 
assume that most of it was broken in the course of the disaster. Not surpris- 
ingly, it is not very different from the pottery in Group E, deposited a couple 
decades earlier; but there is one new feature. It was during this span that 
Athenian potters - or at least some Athenian potters - began to apply gloss 
only to the interior and upper exterior of bowls and plates. This semiglaz- 
ing - typical of the entire Hellenistic period on some sites - is at Athens the 
identifying mark of the early 1st century. 

Earlier Agora scholars saw the Sullan sack as the watershed between the 
Hellenistic and the Roman period. There is no doubt that the Roman onslaught 
was politically and economically devastating, but an analysis of ceramics 
from deposits laid down throughout the course of the century reveals that it 
had little impact on the style of Athenian ceramics. The assemblage became 
impoverished as shapes gradually went out of production, there was a marked 
decline in quality, and a significant rise in the number of imports. Of inno- 
vation there was very little: the one exception is the reversible lid, now fired 
red but still decorated in West Slope technique, which grew to enormous 
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proportions and, judging from the motifs painted on its walls, served some 
function in the cult of Isis И was still, however, a shape that could trace its 
ancestry directly back to Hellenistic and even Classical forms. A number of 
new household and cooking shapes emerged in the course of the 1st century, 
but the table wares, such as they are, continued to be much as they were. 
Athenian tableware did not undergo substantial stylistic change until a decade 
or two into the Common Era, when the import of Eastern Sigillata B in some 
quantity provided new and very different models for imitation. This observa- 
tion suggests locating the end of the Hellenistic ceramic sequence in the early 
years of the Emperor Tiberius. I think it likely that this pattern is not limited 
to Athens, but rather that the survival of Hellenistic ceramics well into what 
we term the Roman period may be a widespread phenomenon 


CONCLUSION 


In conclusion I would like to consider briefly the question of the relevance 
of the chronology of Attic pottery for the archaeology of sites around the 
Black Sea. The products of Athenian potteries were widely exported in the 
4th century and many found their way to the north - the so-called Kerch 
vases offer an obvious example. This situation continues into the first half 
of the 3rd century, when pottery of the early West Slope style is regularly 
found outside of Athens, including sites оп the Black SeaPlOne might also 
expect, then, to find local reflections of Attic developments in the first 150 
or so of the years under consideration here. Thereafter, however, Athens’ 
ceramic exports decreased dramatically - to the point that they all but escape 
archaeological notice. There was a modest overseas market for the mold- 
made bowls of the late 3rd to early 2nd century, examples of which have 
been reported widely in the Aegean, the Anatolian coast, as well as in south- 
ern Киѕѕіа Р There seems to have been a brief period of vigorous ceramic 
entrepreneurship, with at least one pottery perhaps expanding its opera- 
tions outside of Athens: what appears to be an Attic mold has been found 
on Тіпов and at both Lemnos and Argos potteries with strong connections 
to the Workshop of Bion were established P3 Attic wares and influence, then, 
might be anticipated within the span c. 225-165. Attic West Slope amphoras 
of the 2nd century are occasionally found around the Black Sea as well4 and 
even inspired local imitations£4 but other Attic West Slope shapes rarely 
traveled. There are thus only limited periods in which Attic influence or the 
presence of Attic imports seems likely. 

This situation presents a potential pitfall in the dating of deposits on sites 
around the Black Sea. If one depends heavily on Attic pottery for dating, one 
may mistakenly interpret the absence of Attic vessels dating after a certain 
point as evidence for the terminal date of the deposit, while the truth may be 
that the deposit was laid down significantly later, but at a time when Attic 
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pottery was no longer being imported. And this makes the development of 
local chronologies all the more important. 

But if Attic pottery cannot always offer comparanda, perhaps the Attic 
chronology can provide one example of how a model of diachronic develop- 
ment can be built and maintained. Athens provides what is arguably the finest- 
grained chronology that exists for any pottery of the 4th to the 1st centuries BC 
- the result of the large amount of material that has been found, the contexts in 
which it has been found, and the years of intensive study that many scholars 
have devoted to it and continue to devote to it. Like every other chronology, 
however, it is a hypothesis, and it must constantly be tested by new material 
that comes to light. Luckily for us, excavation in Athens, around the Black 
Sea, and elsewhere, continues to provide the means for that testing, and for 
moving towards an ever more accurate chronology for Hellenistic pottery. 
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From a letter written by Wallace on Sept. 7, 1949 (quoted in Kroll 1993, 213). The 
coins in question are Kroll 1993, 213, nos. 632a-h, pl. 26. 

Rotroff 1982, 103, under M 21:1; Rotroff 1997b, 461, under M 21:1. 

^... a'purse' of eight Histiaian tetrobols lost or secreted at the top of the filling” 
(Kroll 1993, 213.); “hoard from the top of the fill, apparently inserted there later" 
(Kroll 1993, 312). 

Finkielsztejn 2001, 192, table 19. 

Knigge 1980; Knigge & Kovacsovics 1981, 385-389. The definitive publication is 
being prepared by Ursula Knigge. 

For analysis of the coins, see Kroll 1993, 298. 

Rotroff 1982, 9-11. 

For a summary of dates, see Finkielsztejn 2001, 191, table 18. 

For the suggestion, see Grace 1963, 326, note 16; Grace 1974, 197, note 17. 

H.A. Thompson 1934, 457. 

Pottery from the drawshaft and the tunnel that connected it with the north 
chamber (lot ST 105). 

Rotroff 1997b, 456, under H 16:3. 

B 20:7 (the Altar Well), H 6:4, L 17:7, L 19:2, and the lower fill of N 21:4. 

B 13:1, upper fill of B 18:7, K 7:1, K 18:2, lower fill of O 20:1, with from two to 
five fragments; O 20:2, with fragments of six or seven bowls; B 13:3 contains none 
(among 28 documented fragments of fine ware). P 21:4, with at least 73 moldmade 
bowls and latest amphora stamped by a Rhodian fabricant who was active in 
period Ша-Ь (Aristokrates II), is anomalous. Close similarities with a number of 
other deposits argue for a somewhat later date of deposit, but the character of 
the deposit as workshop debris would also have an impact on its content. 
There are no deposits with a handle of period Шс as its latest datable object. 
Edwards 1975, 176-179, pls. 38, 77. 

de Luca & Radt 1999, 107-109, pls. 15, 19, 24, figs. 7, 12. 

de Luca & Radt, 124. 

Callaghan 1981. 

Upper fill of L 19:2, fragments of at least five long-petal bowls in a total of c. 
thirty bowls. 

Townsend 1995, 192, nos. 187-189, pl. 47; the three fragments of nos. 187 and 188 
may be part of a single bowl. Nos. 187 and 188 have convex petals; no. 188 has 
a battlement and running spiral rim pattern; and the arches that normally form 
the tops of the petals are omitted on no. 189, which also has an unusual low, 
straight rim. 

Finkielsztejn 2001, 192, table 19. 

P 30432, with a battlement and running spiral rim pattern; for the deposit, see 
Rotroff 1982, 106 and Rotroff 1997b, 468. 
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P 30396, with convex petals; for the deposit, see Rotroff 1982, 100; Rotroff 1997b, 
452. 

Rotroff 1982, 85, no. 344, pls. 62, 87; Rotroff 1988. In addition, five fragments have 
been found in the building fill of the Middle Stoa (P 21048, P 21049, P 22858, 
P 24819, P 24822), but further study is needed to determine whether they are 
intrusive or inherent to that large deposit, which contains substantial evidence 
of disturbance. 

The very slight representation of the type in the fill of the Stoa of Attalos (built 
between 159 and 138, when the bowls must certainly have been in production) 
and the terrace behind South Stoa II (thought to have been built after c. 150) 
remains a puzzle that will not be solved until the complex stratigraphy of those 
buildings has been thoroughly analyzed. 

Lower fills of E 6:1 and E 6:2, H 16:4 (Group D), G 11:1, O 17:6, and perhaps E 
15:4. 

Rotroff 1997b, 193-196, figs. 81, 82, pls. 98-100. 

For further discussion, see Rotroff 1997a. 

E.g., Rotroff 1991, nos. 21, 24, 25, 28, 33, 37, pls. 18-20, 22, 23. 

See Rotroff 1982, 10, note 43 for a list of sites and references. 

Etienne & Braun 1986, 224, An. 9, pl. 111. 

Massa 1992, 244-245; Rotroff 1994. Lawall et al. 2002, 428-430. 

E.g., at Istros (Alexandrescu 1966, 194, XXXVII 8, pls. 95, 96), Olbia (Knipovic 
1949a, 279, fig. 5.6; Belin de Ballu 1972, 118, pl. 39.4; Parovié-PeSikan 1974, 124, 
fig. 100.4-5), and Pantikapaion (Knipovié 1949a, 274, 278-279, figs. 2.3 and 5.2). 
Knipovié 1949a, 279-280, fig. 5.4; Maksimova 1979, 114-115, no. 2, fig. 52, pl. 5.6); 
CVA Mainz 2 [Germany 43], pls. 36 [2093].6 and 36 [2093].9; perhaps CVA Kassel 
2 [Germany 38], pl. 86 [1886].1-2. 


Negotiating Chronologies: 
Aegean Amphora Research, Thasian 
Chronology, and Рпух ШШ 


Mark Lawall 


Chronology rarely involves only one type or class of artifact. An amphora 
might take its date from a coin found in the same stratum, but closer consid- 
eration might reveal the dependence of the coin’s date on associated fineware 
pottery in some other context. That pottery might have been dated by associ- 
ated stamped amphora handles, whose dates might depend on other coins. 
These other coins, in turn, might depend on a questionable interpretation 
of the historical sources. Or consider the dating of a single dumped fill of 
pottery. Some of the types present might span a 50-year period in our cur- 
rent understanding of their production and use; for the sake of illustration 
consider that to be 300-250 BC. The most common type found in the same 
deposit might be known to cease production and common use c. 290. In light 
of the frequent finds of the latter type and given the possibility of the former 
type being produced and used as early as 300, a closing date well before 250 
and much closer to 290 would have to be considered as a strong possibility. 
Had those more narrowly datable types not been present, of course, a much 
later likely closing date might have been assigned, and previously undated 
artifact types from that deposit might be assigned similarly, perhaps erron- 
eously, late dates. 

These two hypothetical scenarios provide a background for my title. Creat- 
ing chronologies involves negotiating a web of relationships between artifacts. 
Chronologies, too, depend on negotiation among various artifact classes, each 
with its own set of constraints. One could see such negotiations as hopelessly 
circular and subjective And yet a more satisfyingly objective approach (for 
example taking the latest possible date from the artifact types present in the 
second example above as the terminus post quem for the closing of the deposit) 
might not be any more accurate. Understanding the current state of any arti- 
fact chronology, therefore, depends both on what varying levels of precision 
are currently understood and how that artifact’s chronology is linked to other 
chronological sequences. 

It would be impossible in the space of one paper to present the full “cur- 
rent state” of transport amphora chronologies in these terms, even from a 
strictly Aegean and Eastern Mediterranean perspective A general summary 
can, however, highlight both the interrelations between classes of evidence 
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and the varying levels of currently known precision. This summary forms 
the first part of this paper. 

The second part of the paper, the absolute chronology for Thasian amphora 
stamps in the 4th century BC, illustrates the potential complexities of such 
negotiations. This example is particularly suited to the Pontic focus of this 
volume since Thasian amphoras of this period are so commonly found at Black 
Sea sites. Two recent studies of Thasian chronology use a significantly lower 
starting date (moving from the late 5th century to c. 389) and a lower date for 
the transition from two-name to one-name stamps (from c. 340 to c. 330-326) 
than had been the accepted opinion for many decades Ë The specific grounds 
for the higher chronology, however, were never reconsidered in detail nor 
were the interactions between these competing Thasian chronologies and the 
chronologies of other artifacts. 

Until the most recent discussions, a central pillar of Thasian chronology 
was the construction fill for the third version of the Pnyx assembly area in 
Athens (Pnyx III). The third and final part of this paper, therefore, reconsid- 
ers this fill both in terms of both a restudy of the extant excavation records 
and recent developments in Thasian amphora stamp and other artifact chron- 
ologies. 


THE CURRENT STATE OF AFFAIRS IN THE AEGEAN 


Stamp chronologies 


Late Classical and Hellenistic amphora stamps are the most thoroughly stud- 
ied element of Aegean amphora studies. Recent publications have proposed 
quite precise dates for Thasian and Rhodian stamps. Alexandru Avram pro- 
posed a chronology, year-by-year in some groups, for the Thasian stamps Ë 
and for the old-style two-name stamps Yvon Garlan has offered a similar, but 
more explicitly general, sequence For the Rhodians of periods IB through 
V (c. 270-108 BC) there is Gérald Finkielsztejn’s revision to Virginia Grace's 
chronology/ and in far more detail than Grace was willing to suggest. This 
chronology so far only covers the eponyms, and only certain fabricants' careers 
can be reconstructed. Comparatively general dates may be determined for 
Knidian stamps on the basis of Grace's publications, but no unified statement 
on the Knidian chronology exists from an Aegean perspective Stamps on 
Corinthian and Adriatic Greek amphoras are also moderately datableB how- 
ever, without the links between names that have proven so useful in other 
classes, these dates depend on the changing shape of the jars and the dates 
of associated artifacts. Koan amphora stamps remain poorly understood 
despite the frequent finds of Koan amphoras and despite the existence of an 
unpublished “Koan corpus” [J Chian amphora stamps аге datable in only 
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very general terms, with name stamps seeming to begin very late in the 3rd 
century H 

For the Aegean from c. 400 to 100 BC, therefore, relatively well-dated 
stamp series cover two broad periods. For the 4th and 3rd centuries there is 
the Thasian series, though by 250 this chronology becomes uncertain. The 
Rhodian series then covers the period c. 270 through c. 108 in detail, and 
earlier and later decades in more general terms. During the 2nd century and 
the first quarter of the 1st century, too, the stamps of Knidos are datable with 
some precision. 


Jar chronologies and minor stamp classes 


Within this same period of c. 400-100 BC, there are various other types, either 
rarely or never carrying stamps, whose chronological developments are 
increasingly well-established. From the earliest part of the 4th century, the 
Chian conical toe type may be traced through the period in question H For the 
first half of the 4th century, Mendean and other northern Aegean amphoras 
may be placed within a development of wider to narrower (for further on the 
Chian and Mendean types, see Part 2, below). Especially problematic in this 
case is the differentiation between producers and which amphora types may 
be compared in greater or lesser detail Jars with mushroom-shaped rims аге 
common throughout this period H though precise chronologies are often less 
certain. Known places of manufacture include Erythrai, Klazomenai, Samos, 
Ephesos, the area near Knidos and further sites eastward along the Datca 
peninisula, Rhodos, and Kos. Among the better dated of these types are the 
late 4th or earliest 3rd century form from Rhodos and its регаіа/З and a type 
of unidentified place of manufacture with unusually heavy handles and tall 
neck $ The chronology of Erythraian production within this tradition in the 
4th century, shifting to a band rim shortly before the mid-3rd century апа 
finally to a cup-shaped rim (early version of Dressel type 24) near the mid 2nd 
century His also becoming clear. Also late in the 4th century continuing into 
the 3rd century is a wide conical body amphora with a tall neck frequently 
found in the area of Thessaly and Euboia.H A frequently appearing type in 
late 2nd and earliest 1st century contexts in Greece and elsewhere closely 
resembles Italian Brindisian amphoras but differs in fabric and chronological 
longevity 1 Outside Athens (where Rhodian, Koan and Knidian amphoras 
dominate the later Hellenistic assemblages) various more narrowly regional 
types are becoming better understood, including late 2nd century grooved 
rim types from the Troad or eastern Thrace and the 3rd through 1st century 
Nikandros group, likely from the Ephesos region 1 

With all of these, however, there is much less chronological precision as 
compared with the major stamped classes. The absolute chronologies, regard- 
less of precision, depend in the first instance on "fixed points" provided in 
most cases by references in textual sources. From such points associations 
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between artifacts, the “synchronisms” so often discussed by scholars work- 
ing in the Pontic region, allow the chronological ordering of a wider range of 
types and forms. While the many tumuli and other complexes of finds from 
the Black Sea region provide important synchronisms,4 the fixed points still 
tend to come from the Aegean and Mediterranean regions È The inevitable 
result is that the Aegean and Mediterranean contexts, from which the amphora 
material might be quite scantily published (if published at all), carry consider- 
able weight in Black Sea chronologies. These contexts and related historical 
evidence for the period 400-100 BC are relatively restricted in number and 
generally known, but various details of their quality or security as fixed points 
deserve closer consideration. 


The major contributing sites and historical considerations 


A wide range of sites across the Aegean and Mediterranean regions has pro- 
vided significant data both for the relative sequences of different amphora 
types and for their absolute dates. The following survey emphasizes the more 
important or often cited deposits as well as some of the lesser known cases. 

Although its role in terms of published contributions to amphora chron- 
ologies is noticeably behind its contribution to fineware chronologies, there 
is an undeniable contribution to amphora chronologies from the Athenian 
Agora excavations. For the period in question, the best known and the only 
extensively published deposit is the Middle Stoa Building ЕШР The Stoa of 
Attalos building fill is often cited, but it has received only passing reference 
in Grace's article on the Middle Stoa. This fill can date, historically, any- 
where between 159 and 138. Grace, Koehler and Matheson have argued that 
the amphora stamps place the construction c. 157, but the amphora stamps 
indicate this date so the building itself does not provide external evidence for 
amphora chronologies H The fill of an unused foundation trench for the Square 
Peristyle Building, deposit Q10:1, has played a role in the Thasian chronology 
for the first few decades of the 3rd century, but this fill has been incompletely 
reported and depends for its date оп Thasian stampsPd A very few amphora 
fragments and stamps were found in association with the deposits containing 
tiles and other debris associated with the Tholos, deposits attributed by Susan 
Rotroff to events c. 294, but this date itself has not played into the develop- 
ment of the chronologies since the stamps are not published (the latest Thasian 
stamp, with the eponym Deinopas, is dated by Avram to 296) Й 

Outside Athens, the most influential excavation must be considered the 
Ptolemaic encampment at Koroni, in use sometime between c. 267-261 BC. 
Fortunately amphora stamps and some amphoras too were published in the 
main report Current opinion tends to place the latest Rhodian stamps at 
Koroni as being roughly contemporary with the latest coins, c. 265, and the 
Thasians are placed between 264 and 26229 A third stamped group from 
Koroni, those with the abbreviation ZH written above an abbreviated eponym, 
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is less securely dated. The constraints imposed by the currently accepted chro- 
nology of the war, the discoveries of similar stamps at other sites bringing 
in new constraints, and the need for considerable supply mechanisms that 
must have accompanied any army might all assist in refining the date of the 
camp’s occupation and the precise chronology of the stamps and amphoras 
in question. 

While Koroni continues to attract attention, other contexts too have played 
significant roles in the development of amphora chronologies, 400-100 BC. For 
amphoras and amphora stamps, the reference to material from Olynthos is not 
as useful as it is for other pottery; the vast majority of the published material 
is local Chalkidian and there are not even many stamps from nearby Thasos El 
In the same region a few decades later, c. 316 BC, there remains considerable 
uncertainty as to the impact on amphora production of Kassander’s reorgan- 
ization of the Chalkidike with the synoicism creating Kassandreia @ For the 4th 
and 3rd centuries, a series of wells, workshop dumps and stratified contexts 
on Thasos have proven immensely important for amphora chronologies, both 
in terms of Thasian stamps and other imported amphora fragments Ў The 
foundation of Demetrias in Thessaly between 294 and 288 provides a terminus 
post quem for stamps (and amphora forms) found at that site; this terminus is 
particularly important for the Thasian chronology and for the early Rhodian 
and Rhodian-peraia chronology Pd A well in Eretria closed in the 260s BC 
(dated with reference to events of the Chremonidean war), although rarely 
cited in amphora studies, provides an important view of early Hellenistic 
amphoras along the central east coast of Greece and causes slight revisions 
to Thasian stamp chronology (see below) El Two mid to late 3rd century well 
deposits at Pella provide chronological pegs for the Parmeniskos group and 
the incuse-MI group £4 For the third quarter of the 3rd century, albeit in a 
somewhat remote location, the city wall of Hellenistic Ilion is now historically 
fixed before 217 and probably closer to 23021 The Roman attack on Eretria in 
198 provides a valuable terminus ante quem for Chian name stamps, which are 
otherwise reliably attested only in contexts closed c. 190 and later Р For the 
latter half of the Hellenistic period, the destruction of Corinth in 146 is still 
largely accepted as a fixed terminus for the Rhodian and Knidian chronolo- 
gies. A list of fifty Knidian stamps published from Corinth, however, includes 
11 from the period 146-108, and as early as 1953 Virginia Grace herself ques- 
tioned the security of this terminus Two deposits on Delos are mentioned 
as significant for the Rhodian and Knidian chronologies: the Stoa of Philip 
V, datable by associated inscriptions anywhere between c. 210 and 180, and 
the building fill for Serapeion C, whose amphora stamps Grace placed near 
150 BC. The Stoa of Philip, however, provides stamps only from excavations 
of uncertain quality for restoration work El The finewares from the building 
fill for Serapeion C and related inscriptions might require a date closer to 
с. 100 than to 150 as Grace suggested оп the basis of the Knidian stamps El 
More distant sites figuring prominently in Finkielsztejn’s Rhodian chronology 
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include Carthage (besieged and presumably cut off from imports in 149)4 
Jerusalem (where the besieging and ejection of the Seleucid garrison on the 
Acra between 145 and 142 may have been followed by stricter adherence to 
Jewish laws forbidding contact with ceramics and foodstuffs from non-Jewish 
sources), Gezer (most likely periods for imports being before 142 and again 
between 134 and 125), Marissa (non-Jewish Edomites expelled or converted 
in 112, city destroyed in 108), and Samaria (destroyed 108). For the end of 
the period in question, i.e., around 100 BC, the various destruction-related 
deposits from Sulla's campaigns in the early 1st century BC provide termini 
ante quos of 86 and 85 BC 

Although lacking historical evidence for their dates, shipwrecks deserve 
special mention for their role in providing relatively secure associations among 
different amphora types and other artifacts. The most often cited 4th century 
shipwrecks include Porticello and El Sec both of which are discussed in the 
second part of this paper. For the late 4th or early 3rd centuries the Kyrenia 
shipwreck, despite its incomplete preliminary publication, has provided an 
important closed assemblage The Serçe Limanı Hellenistic shipwreck was 
initially dated on the basis of one Thasian stamp, Pythion V (280s BC), but 
its main cargo comprised of jars from the area of Knidos may require a date 
in the late 270s or even early 260s 

For the later 3rd and 2nd centuries, shipwrecks have played a minor role 
in the current state of Aegean amphora chronologies The Apollonia B site 
at the port of Apollonia (Libya), if it is a single wreck or dumped cargo, pro- 
vides a surprising link between the Rhodian fabricant Drakontidas, active 
from c. 140 through the 130s, and the name Ariston Whether Ariston is a 
fabricant or eponym stamp (unclear from the secondary publications I have 
seen), the name is placed late in Rhodian period III, c. 167/ 165 These Rhod- 
ian stamped amphoras at Apollonia are accompanied by mouldmade bowls 
attributed to the Menemachos workshop at Ephesos. The site is therefore 
important for the dating of both the amphoras and this prolific workshop 
for Hellenistic fineware. 

Alongside historical events providing termini ante or post quos for finds, 
historical events or trends have also been enlisted to narrow chronologies 
through their indirect effects on the archaeological record. Virginia Grace, for 
example, linked the start of Thasian epigraphic stamping to Athenian con- 
cerns over standards of measurement P! Although there is no direct evidence 
that the Athenians required Thasian amphora stamping, Athenian policies 
may have caused this innovation indirectly. She later proposed that the shift 
to the new style of stamping c. 340 should have resulted from the rise of 
Macedonian influence over Тћаѕоѕ For the late 3rd and 2nd centuries, the 
c. 35-40 years represented by the Rhodian stamps in the famous deposit on 
Pergamon’s citadel were tied to good relations between Rhodes and Pergamon 
c. 220/210-180/175 BC; Rhodian secondary stamps here were tied to Rhodian 
control of a larger peraia after 188; and phrourarchs on related Knidian stamps 
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were tied to a Rhodian-employed garrison at Knidos between 188 and 167151 
Finally, for the late 2nd century, along with the various destruction deposits 
cited above, there is the appearance of the term “Andres” on Knidian stamps. 
Grace interpreted the term as referring to duoviri, magistrates at Knidos as 
part of the Roman system of tax collection; Grace placed their activity between 
108 and 88, interrupted by Mithridates’ order to kill all Romans and Italians 
in 88, and then resuming again between c. 85 and 78 BCE 

Such historical links are always the subject of debate. I have recentl 
published a critique of the historical pins relating to the Pergamon Deposit. 
Epigraphic evidence places the entry of Knidos into the province of Asia by 
100 BC, but no textual evidence establishes 108 BC in particular as the starting 
year for the andres $f Sullan sack contexts in Athens played a significant role 
in determining this date, and as a result nearly all the Knidian stamps Grace 
published from Delos were thought to date before the Mithridatic attacks on 
Delos and Knidos іп 88E/]Debris on floors and in a storeroom in the House 
of the Seals on Delos, a house argued to have been abandoned only after the 
later attack by pirates in 69, includes many Knidian stamps that Grace dated 
to before 8624Such an early date seems unlikely especially for the repeated 
names appearing in debris abandoned in 69. New imports after 85 BC seem 
much more likely. Such a downward shift in the dates of some names may 
be compatible with their appearance in “post-Sullan clean-up” contexts in 
Athens since such deposits often contained material datable on other grounds 
later than 86 BC] 


THASIAN AMPHORA STAMPS 
- NEGOTIATING A WEB OF CHRONOLOGY 


These various possible intersections between historical chronologies and 
archaeological chronologies bring me to the second part of this paper: a more 
detailed consideration of how various classes of evidence affect the absolute 
chronology of Thasian amphora stamps. Of particular concern are the start- 
ing date of epigraphic stamps and the date for the transition from old-style 
two-name (anciens) to new style one-name (recents) Thasian stamps. This 
topic is particularly important for Pontic archaeology both on account of the 
large numbers of Thasian stamps found at Black Sea sites and on account of 
the decline in such imports, broadly speaking, after the advent of the new- 
style stampsl?lAIthough the clear majority of Thasian stamps is found in the 
Black Sea, and although a significant component of their relative chronology 
depends on synchronisms discovered at Pontic sites, arguments for their 
absolute dates depend almost entirely on Aegean evidence É] 

A fundamental problem for the absolute chronology for Thasian amphora 
stamps is whether Thasian epigraphic stamps began before or after 400 BC. 
The two most recent discussions, by Avram (1996) and Garlan (1999), place 
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the starting date c. 390. Both authors found themselves dependent on the 
much later fixed point of the Koroni camp to arrive at the transition date from 
old-style to new-style stamps. From that transition date, calculated to be c. 
330, they work back to the starting date of the old-style stamps c. 390. While 
their arguments are quite persuasive, room for uncertainty still remains both 
because the new-style stamp chronology remains incompletely articulated 
and because arguments for the pre-400 starting date offered by Grace were 
insufficiently addressed by Avram and Garlan. 


Development of Grace’s research 


In 1946 Virginia Grace suggested that Thasian epigraphic amphora stamps 
started before the end of the 5th century The evidence for this early start- 
ing date came from two late 5th century Agora contexts already excavated in 
the 1930s, D19:1 and 13-14:18Воғћ deposits contained the same stamp from 
Garlan’s Group B, with the eponym Teles( ) and the fabricant Eurua(nax?) 
(Fig. 1) Grace then referred to Athenian interests in controlling standards 
as a factor in the advent of Thasian stamping. She suggested early dates for 
various stamp types with reference to Thasian coins and possibilities concern- 
ing the iconography of the stamps’ devices Fl 

The interaction between historical interpretation and archaeological chron- 
ology becomes quite problematic in the next stage of publication concerning 
the Thasian chronology: Pnyx phase III. In the 1956 volume including the 
fineware pottery and the stamped amphora handles, Grace noted that "the 
filling of [Pnyx III] as dated by the Attic figured pottery ... is close to being 
coterminous with what had been considered pre-Macedonian Thasos, for- 
merly assumed to have ended with the conquest by Philip II in 340.” Only 
one Attic red-figured fragment was dated after 350 The only reference to 
c. 340 in the Figured Pottery chapter is that the amphora staraps are no later 
than c. 340 according to “independent historical conclusions."P3In fact, Grace 
followed Pouilloux’s arguments against a Macedonian conquest of Thasos. 
But without Philip's conquest, the nature of the "independent historical con- 
clusions" becomes unclear. 

Grace shifted her opinion on the date of the introduction of Thasian epi- 
graphic stamps following her study of the contents of well U13:1 in the Athe- 
nian Agora. T.L. Shear Jr. published a preliminary report on this deposit in 
1975[®[Не suggested a closing date of this well between 390 and 380 due to 
both the lack of roulette decoration on the black-glaze, a decorative technique 
thought to begin in the early 4th century, and the absence of classical kantha- 
roi, thought to start in the 2nd quarter of the century. Despite containing at 
least 160 amphoras, including four or five possibly Thasian jars, the fill lacked 
stamped Thasian handles. For this reason, and following the similar lack of 
Thasian stamps in other large late-5th century deposits, Grace suggested 
moving the starting date for Thasian stamps into the 4th century. U13:1 is not 
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Fig. 1. 

Thasian stamped ampho- 
ra fragment from D19:1 
(SS9636, photo courtesy 
of the American School of 
Classical Studies, Agora 
excavations). 


mentioned directly in published comments, but her unpublished notes make 
it clear that this was the catalyst for the change of opinion In 1985, Grace 
wrote of the 340 transition date as fixed by Pnyx III (even though her report 
on the Thasian amphora stamps was the source for the historical conclusions 
leading to that date!), and the later starting date of after 400 or even after 390 
was simply stated but not discussed Й Yet here is a fundamental difficulty: 
if the Pnyx fill had marked the transition date when stamps were thought to 
begin before 400, how could that date of c. 340 still mark the transition when 
stamps were thought to start after 400? 


Avram and Garlan 


Both Avram and Garlan noted Grace’s shift in terms of the starting date and 
realized that a fixed number of old style eponyms would require a shift in 
the transition date as well. Homer Thompson and Robert Scranton, in 1943, 
had in fact offered a later construction date of c. 330-3268 Avram and Gar- 
lan accepted this later date but both noted that Pnyx III could not provide 
a secure, independent terminal date for the old style stamps as had been so 
long assumed. Both scholars, therefore, took as their starting point the three 
new-style stamp eponyms found at Koroni (Kleostratos on three examples, 
Demalkes on three examples, and Idnades on one example) 4 Garlan starts his 
calculations from c. 265 for stamps at Koroni Stamps of the Koroni Thasian 
eponyms were also found in stratified contexts at the Thasian workshop site 
of Kounouphia. Garlan classified the eponyms at Kounouphia both by their 
use of the barred sigma (earlier), lunate sigma (later), or combination of the 
two (middle), and by the stratigraphic relationships among the stamps. By 
this process he proposed that 24 of the 86 Kounouphia eponyms should date 
before Koroni, and the rest should be later 4 Thirty-nine new-style eponyms 
not found at Kounouphia account for the remaining new-style eponyms fall- 
ing before Koroni. This group’s chronological position is established either 
by the stamps’ use of the barred sigma or, in one case on account of its mem- 
bership in the “genitive group” whose other two eponyms are attested at 
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Kounouphia Adding 24 and 39 to c. 265 (for the date of Koroni) places the 
earliest new-style eponym at c. 327. Old style stamps, for which there are 61 
eponyms, therefore likely began c. 387. 

And yet there is room for uncertainty. M. Debidour, in 1986, listed 25 
names as “in the first half of the 3rd century." L3 Of these, Garlan assigned 
five before Koroni, and Avram added a sixth and inserted an eponym not 
listed by Debidour Avram’s two additions move the transition date back to 
329. Furthermore, it is now necessary to place the eponym Euagoras before 
Koroni since two examples of the stamp are published from a well deposit at 
Eretria persuasively associated with the attack on Eretria early in the Chre- 
monidean war El The addition of Euagoras moves the transition to c. 330. From 
Debidour's list, Avram also assigned 14 eponyms as post-Koroni: those not 
found at Koukos (a workshop that seems to have ceased production not long 
after Koroni) but found either at another workshop, Vamvouri Ammoudia, or 
in a deposit near the Silen Gate on Thasos, and those in a stylistic Group BA 
defined by Garlan Ël Four names from Debidour's list for the first half of the 
3rd century remain unaccounted for (Aischrion with monogram HB, Antianax, 
Kadmos, and Nauplios), and neither Garlan nor Avram provides arguments 
for their being later than the Koroni group. If these four are pre-Koroni, then 
the transition date moves to 334. Finally, Debidour's argument for placing 
Kleitos as an old-style eponym (not included in the 61 cited above) gives 62 
years for the earlier series. It would seem, therefore, that sufficient uncertain- 
ties still exist as to leave the possibility open of a starting date approaching 
400 (395 if the transition is 334). If the latest Koroni-related Thasians date in 
fact to the beginning of the war in 267, then the starting date moves to 397. 

It is possible, however, from the beginning of the Thasian series, to build 
a further case - again independently of the Pnyx - in favor of the later tran- 
sitional date. The case moves from the two Agora deposits cited by Grace in 
1946, D19:1 and J13-141Elthen to a wide range of other deposits and closed 
contexts involving chronological sequences of other classes of artifacts. The 
choice between the earlier and later chronologies for the Thasian stamps can 
then be made in terms of how the Thasian chronology interacts with these 
associated chronologies. 


ES 


D19:1 is a cistern southwest of the Agora proper in a late 5th-4th century 
house El Many wells and cisterns in this area were filled in around 400 BC, 
many of the buildings were modified, and the artifact assemblages shift from 
standard domestic debris to extensive debris from marble working El D19:1 
was filled in after a section of the bedrock cistern wall collapsed. The open- 
ing of the cistern was later built over by a wall belonging to the late Helle- 
nistic phase of the house and late Hellenistic and early Roman pottery was 
found in the fill immediately over the cistern. Excavation of the cistern first 
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A- interior 


Fig. 2. Early 4th century finewares from D19:1. a) Q-painter cup-skyphos fragment with 
proto-rouletting on the interior, b) komast dancer, c) Fat Boy group skyphos fragment, 
d) Eros with fillet in added clay. (From box NN831; photo courtesy of the American 
School of Classical Studies, Agora excavations). 


encountered sandy fill mixed with marble chips for the first 1.8 meters, then 
the marble chips disappeared over the next 0.4 meters and no longer appeared 
in the remainder of the fill to the bottom of the cistern at 3.95 meters. The final 
summary of the excavations refers to Hellenistic sherds scattered throughout 
- even in the bottom of the fill - and concludes that this 5th century debris was 
gathered elsewhere and dumped into the well as part of the late Hellenistic 
renovations to the building El The presence and then disappearance of marble 
chips in the fill, however, echoes the stratigraphy of other late 5th/early 4th 
century fills in the neighborhood. A supplementary fill during the Hellenistic 
phase of the house may well have been needed to support the overlying wall 
and level the area once the earlier Classical fill had settled. Pottery from this 
later fill may have been mixed with the earlier fill during the excavation itself 
when work was interrupted to build supports for the collapsing bedrock walls 
of the cistern. If the fill was indeed only deposited in the Hellenistic period 
it must have been gathered from a largely undisturbed earlier fill since the 
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Thasian amphora top in question is so well-preserved. This Thasian jar was 
found in the lower part of the fill and, with the exception of the reported 
Hellenistic material, the accompanying pottery was all described as dating 
to the late 5th century. If the accompanying pottery is late 5th century, then 
the Thasian stamp series, too, should start before 400 BC. 

On closer examination, however, there is plenty of early 4th century pottery 
in the fill (Fig. 2). Two lamps, one from the upper fill and one from the lower 
fill, are of Howland's type 23C thought to begin early in the 4th century Ed 
The best-preserved red-figure fragment is from a cup-skyphos, very close in 
style to the work of the Q-painter, whose work is generally dated to the early 
4th century; a fragmentary komast dancer is attributable to the same painter 
and date 1 The interior of the cup-skyphos shows what has been interpreted 
as the forerunner of roulette decoration; however, there is no true rouletted 
decoration here] An early 4th century date may be offered, too, for a fragment 
of a red-figure skyphos of the Fat Boy group and a wall fragment showing 
Eros with wreath in added clay El 


713-14:1 


The second of the deposits mentioned by Grace іп 1946 is J13-14:1, fill in and 
over the Polygonal Drain (an early tributary of the Great Drain). There are 
two main fills here: a lower fill in the drain itself and an upper covering layer 
“not later than the 5th century."P The Thasian stamp was found in the lower 
fill and is poorly preserved as compared with the example from D19:1. Two 
ostraka of Hippokles Menippou in the same fill give a terminus post quem of c. 
417-415 14 lamp from this fill, too, is of a type dated to the late 5th century 
by Howland Ап early 4th century red-figure askos with panthers provides 
a later date for at least the upper fill £9 This fragment was not part of the ini- 
tial set of inventoried pieces from the fill, and the precise findspot (whether 
from the upper or lower fill) was not recorded even though the fills were 
kept separate in the storage tins. The most diagnostic amphora fragments in 
these tins are the Chian toes (Fig. 3); one from the lower drain fill is paral- 
leled in deposits closed near 400 BC, while those in the overlying fill show 
slight development now better paralleled in the c. 390-380 BC deposit U13:1 
mentioned earlier. The lower drain fill with the broken and worn Thasian 
stamp should be earlier, perhaps no later than c. 390. 


Reconsideration of the contents of D19:1 and J13-14:1 does, therefore, estab- 
lish their early 4th century dates. The dependence of such dates on a range 
of chronologies other than Thasian amphora stamps is clear. Even with this 
adjustment of these deposit dates, the starting date of the Thasian stamp series 
still remains uncertain. The cistern fill D19:1, with its very well-preserved 
example amidst early 4th century finewares, encourages a date later than 
c. 400 for the eponym Teles( ). The lack of rouletting on associated black- 
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Fig. 3. Chian amphora toes from J13-14:1 (a. lower fill, b. upper fill, drawings by the 
author), U13:1 (c) and H12:11 (d) (c. P30699, d. from tin Z13, photos reproduced cour- 
tesy of the American School of Classical Studies, Agora excavations). 


glaze pottery and the fact that the poorly preserved example of the stamp is 
stratified below a fill contemporary with or even slightly earlier than U13:1 
together provide a lower limit of c. 380 or even earlier. This evidence works 
fairly well with Garlan and Avram’s dates for Thasian Group B, though the 
evidence would fit best if Teles( ) sat earlier rather than later in this group 
of names. It is equally possible, with only these two deposits providing the 
constraints, that Thasian Group B started before 400 and that Teles( ) appears 
late in the 390s. 


Intersecting Artifact Chronologies 


Three different artifact chronologies - Chian amphora toes, Mendean ampho- 
ras, and black-glaze finewares - create a set of constraints to narrow these 
possibilities for the Thasian chronology (Table 1). To the two deposits dis- 
cussed by Grace, it is necessary to add consideration of six others: well fillings 
R134, R11:3, U13:1, H12:11, R13:11, and B12:5; cistern fill S19:3; and a fill over 
a cobbled surface H17:5/J Other closed contexts providing further evidence 
include the Alonnesos, Porticello, and El Sec shipwrecks; a bothros closed 
with the construction of the Maussolleion at Halikarnassos; and Olynthos 
(though only for the finewares) 3 

The Chian toes establish the basic contemporaneity of deposits J13-14:1, 
U13:1 and H12:11 (Fig. 3). In the J13-14:1 drain fill the Chian toe is still a 
more knob-like form akin to the earlier 5th century forms. For J13-14:1 upper 
layer, U13:1, and H12:11, the toes are more clearly conical. There is a slight 
difference between H12:11 and U13:1 in that the toes of H12:11 show less of 
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Table 1. Deposits from Athenian Agora and related shipwrecks: Summary of contents (only 
artifact classes discussed in paper). 


Deposit name | Amphoras Finewares Thasian 
Eponyms 
R13:4 Round Mendeans | Rheneia pit parallels; 
Well filling very neat and complex 
stamp patterns 
R11:3 Angular, but short 
Well filling neck Mendean 
Alonnesos Angular, slightly Wide, elaborate ray 
taller neck decoration 
Mendean 
Porticello Angular, tallneck | Stamp decoration more 
Mendean limited, less careful; proto- 
rouletting on cup skyphos 
D19:1 Q-painter with “ proto- Teles( ) 
Cistern Fill rouletting"; Fat Boy group; 
added clay wreath on Eros 
J13-14:1 Chian conical cuff Teles( ) 
Drain fill toes 
U13:1 Chian conical cuff | Very restricted decoration 
Well filling toes; Angular tall in black glaze stamping; 
neck Mendean Fat Boy group; no 
rouletting on anything 
H12:11 Solid-black base for Aristomenes 
Well filling bolsals; rouletting on cup- 
skyphos/kantharos 
El Sec Taller neck grooved ring-foot for 
Mendean; bolsals; with rouletting 
Sinopean Group Ib 
(Endemos) 
R13:11 Tallest neck 
Well filling Mendean - phi 
stamp 
H17:5 Fill over Rouletting [rouletting “Phiale”; 
cobbled surface and grooved ring-footon | “Star” 
[S19:3 and bolsals] 
B12:5] 
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a narrowing of the body just above the toe and the slightly heavier conical 
toe form. 

The sequence for the Mendean amphoras, next, helps to establish the 
relative proximity of deposits within a longer series spanning the late 5th 
through mid 4th centuries: deposits R13:4 and R11:3, the Alonnesos and Por- 
ticello shipwrecks, then U13:1, the El Sec shipwreck, and finally a complete 
jar from К13:11. К13:4, and hence the group of five nearly complete Mendean 
amphoras from its fill, is dated both by black-glaze in the same fill, which 
closely resembles finds in the Rheneia trench of 426, and by the likelihood 
that it represents debris from an extensive earthquake of 426/42524R11:3, a 
well filled in probably during a late 5th century refurbishment of the east side 
of the Agora, shows a noticeably more angular body than those in 13:41 
The Alonnesos jars аге somewhat later in terms of their forms, continuing the 
trend towards greater angularity and a taller neck. These jars are accompanied 
by black-glaze forms with extensive incised decoration typical of the late 5th 
century. The Mendean amphoras from R11:3 and the Alonnesos wreck, in that 
order, should fall within the last quarter of the 5th century P The Porticello 
Mendean profiles, with significantly taller necks and toes, seem very close to 
those from U13:1. For this reason, the Porticello wreck should date within the 
early 4th century. The El Sec shipwreck Mendean amphora is a problem (Fig. 
4). When the body in the drawing is printed at the same size as the body in 
the photograph, the neck in the photograph is noticeably taller P3 It is clearly 
later than the U13:1 jars. Depending on whether one uses the photo or the 
drawing, however, the El Sec jar may sit midway between the examples from 
U13:1 and the jar from R13:11, or it may sit very close to R13:11. The jar from 
R13:11 cannot, however, date later than c. 351 BC since the same stamp with 
very similar rim and handle appears in a deposit closed by the construction 
of the Maussolleion of Halikarnassos. Although 351 is the most conservative 
terminus ante quem for this jar, since much of the Maussolleion must have been 
complete by the time Artemisia died in that year; work on the Maussolleion 
may have begun as early as the late 36081 The Maussolleion jar provides a 
much-needed terminus ante quem, and the Mendean amphora in El Sec can- 
not be later. 

Black-glaze forms and decorative schemes of the late 5th and early 4th 
centuries both complement and supplement the evidence from the Mendean 
amphoras 4 The Porticello bolsals are compatible with examples іп U13:1 in 
terms of shape and decoration (Fig. 5) @ The Porticello cup skyphos shows 
very similar proto-rouletting as that seen in D19:1 [тһе finewares of H12:11 
are slightly later than U13:1 for two reasons: H12:11 includes 1) solid black 
bases on small bolsals with standard ring bases and 2) one fragment of a 
cup-skyphos with true rouletting (Fig. 6). No bolsal or other fragment from 
this deposit preserves rouletting #4 The two earliest Agora deposits with 
rouletting оп bolsals and the grooved bolsal foot are B12:5 and $1933, neither 
of which includes Thasian stamps. These deposits, however, share many ele- 
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— > с> El Sec Mendean R13:11 Mendean 


Fig. 4. Mendean amphora from R13:11 (a) and Mendean amphora from the El Sec 
shipwreck (after Cerda 1987, fig. 126 and pl. 13, no. 627). (5514826, photo courtesy of 
the American School of Classical Studies, Agora excavations). 


ments with fill H17:5 which does include three Thasian stamps. B12:5 is the 
richest of these deposits and is dated early in the 3rd quarter of the 4th cen- 
tury by frequent comparisons to Olynthos Я D.M. Robinson published one 
bolsal with rouletting from Olynthos but no profiles showing the grooved 
foot; presumably both the decoration and the form were rare at that site 104 
This rarity may have partly resulted from patterns of Olynthian imports or 
interests among local potters selectively imitating Attic details. Three points, 
however, encourage the conclusion that bolsal rouletting began shortly before 
348: 1) the broad similarities between the Attic deposits and what is found at 
Olynthos, 2) the apparent rarity of rouletted bolsals at Olynthos, and 3) that 
the rouletting and grooved feet do appear first in these Agora contexts with 
Olynthian parallels. Bolsal rouletting, therefore, should be dated very near 
the destruction of Olynthos in 348. The El Sec bolsals show full rouletting, 
a grooved ring foot, and black bases, and they еу арреаг еуеп тоге 
developed than the Agora grooved-foot bolsals!“ The black-glaze sequence, 
then, encourages a date closer to 340 (or later) for El Sec. The Maussolleion 
amphora and the complete example from R13:11, however, keeps the El Sec 
Mendean jar before c. 36019 

The Thasian amphora stamp sequence, now, may be coordinated with these 
other sequences. D19:1 and J13-14:1 share the same stamp, dated by Garlan’s 
chronology to the 380s, and both deposits sit at the start of the sequence, close 
to, but earlier than U13:1. H12:11, the deposit placed just after U13:1 and with 
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Fig. 5. 

Bolsal from U13:1 (P30615, photo courtesy 
of the American School of Classical Stud- 
ies, Agora excavations). 


Fig. 6. 

Rouletted cup skyphos base from H12:11 
(P14271, photo courtesy of the American 
School of Classical Studies, Agora exca- 
vations). 


И _ 


the Agora’s first case of rouletting, has a stamp of Aristomenes аз eponym. 
Garlan places this stamp in Group C, in the 370s ВСІ Then H17:5, where 
there is extensive rouletting, includes three stamps, all of which replace the 
eponym with a subsidiary symbol, belonging to Garlan’s Group ЕТ, dated to 
360-3502 The connections through finewares between H17:5 and Olynthos 
fit well with Garlan’s date for these stamps. 
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High vs. Low 


So far, however, our only independent dates for amphoras are provided by 
the Maussolleion jar at no later than 353 and by the finds in R13:4 as dated 
by the Rheneia pit parallels and the likely connection to the 426 earthquake. 
These widely spaced “fixed points” for the amphoras leave considerable 
room for movement in all the chronological sequences just described. And 
yet, the addition of Olynthos (even without amphoras there being so useful) 
and constraints brought on by the extent of development between deposits 
just discussed limit the possibilities just enough to allow a decision between 
the higher and lower Thasian chronologies (transition date at c. 340 or c. 330- 
325). Three problems in particular emerge when the transition date is moved 
earlier from c. 330-326 back to c. 340 (Table 2). 

First, near the beginning of the sequence of deposits I have been describ- 
ing, the Mendean amphora development in the last three decades of the 5th 
century and the earliest decade or two of the 4th seems very compressed. This 
is perhaps an overly subjective assessment and rates of amphora development 
do vary through time. 

The second problem, too, depends in part on one’s views of stylistic devel- 
opment. In the higher chronology, the red-figure painter styles and the black- 
glaze decorative styles attested at Porticello, D19:1, and U13:1 now become 
late 5th to very early 4th century styles. Such a position crowds backwards 
the finewares from Himera in Sicily (sacked and abandoned in 409), from the 
grave complex of the Lacedaimonians in Athens (c. 403), and from the Dexil- 
eos cenotaph precinct (c. 396), and the red-figure dates derived from late 5th 
century sculpture L 

The third problem occurs later in the sequence. The cluster of three Group 
F1 Thasian stamps in H17:5 makes it likely that the bulk of the finewares, too, 
should be close to Group F1. And yet, using the higher date for the Thasian 
transition H17:5 is now 20-25 years earlier than the very similar deposit B12:5. 
B12:5 and El Sec must stay later on account of Olynthos - they cannot be 
pushed up by the transition date. Even though we are considering an earlier 
transition date here, the fixed number of Thasian eponyms in fact creates an 
excessive stretching of the fineware chronology for the first half of the 4th 
century. With a higher chronology, around six decades would be required to 
move from proto-rouletting to rouletted bolsals, as compared with roughly 
four decades or less - a more likely gap - in the lower chronology. 


(Dates for Thasian groups in column 1 roughly follow Garlan 1999; dates in column 2 
are derived from Garlan's ordering and numbering of the Thasian eponyms) 

Italicized points are independently dated: R13:4 by Rhenia trench parallels and earthquake in Attica; 
Maussolleion amphora by likely construction period for Maussolleion of Halikarnassos which provides a 
precise parallel for the complete Agora jar. 

* Gap between Porticello and Alonnesos seems too narrow for the amphora forms. 

**H17:5 should sit closer to Olynthos and to B12:5, but must stay very near Thasian Group F1. 


— 
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Table 2. Late and Early Dates for the Thasian start and transition. 


Transition c. 330 or later 


Transition c. 340 or earlier 


430-425 
425-420 
420-415 
415-410 
410-405 
405-400 


400-395 


395-390 


390-385 


385-380 


380-375 


375-370 
370-365 


365-360 


360-355 
355-350 
350-345 
345-340 


340-335 
335-330 
330-325 


R13:4 Mendean amphoras c. 430 


R11:3 Mendean 


Alonnesos wreck 


Thasian Group A 


Thasian Group B; Porticello wreck 
w/ proto-rouletting 
J13-14:1; D19:1 w/ proto-rouletting 


Thasian Group B 
013:1 


Thasian Group С 
H12:11 w/ rouletting 


Thasian Group C 


Thasian Group D 
El Sec Mendean 


Thasian Group E 
Maussolleion amphora c. 365 


Group F1 
Group F1; H17:5 with rouletting; 
Olynthos destruction 


El Sec bolsal rouletting; B12:5 with 
bolsal rouletting 


Thasian transition date 


R13:4 Mendean amphoras c. 430 


R11:3 Mendean 
Alonnesos wreck 
Thasian Group A 


Thasian Group B; Porticello wreck 
w/ proto-rouletting * 
J13-14:1; D19:1 w/ proto-rouletting 


Thasian Group B 
0131 


Thasian Group С 
H12:11 w/rouletting 


Thasian Group C 


Thasian Group D 


Thasian Group E 


Group F1 


Group F1; El Sec Mendean 
H17:5 with rouletting ** 


Maussolleion amphora c. 365 


Olynthos destruction 


Thasian transition date; El Sec 
bolsal rouletting; B12:5 with bolsal 
rouletting 
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PNYX III 


My starting points for the foregoing discussion were the two deposits initially 
used by Grace in proposing a late 5th century date for the Thasian chronology. 
Their significant role in the development of the Thasian chronology necessi- 
tated the detailed consideration of these fills above. For the same reason, the 
date of Pnyx III and how that fill might fit with the conclusions just offered 
also deserve further attention. The following discussion is based on a review 
of the excavation notebooks, the catalogue cards for the amphora handles, 
the handles themselves, and an unfortunately cursory reconsideration of the 
remaining stored, unpublished context pottery 4 

Of primary importance to any discussion of the Pnyx finds is the problem- 
atic nature of the Pnyx III fill. The presence of 3rd-century AD pottery deep 
within trenches abutting the massive terrace wall of Pnyx III has already been 
addressed by Susan Rotroff as intrusion from attempts to rob stones from 
that terrace wall. Rotroff, however, also notes the presence of independently 
datable Hellenistic material, including stamped amphora handles, from areas 
that are conceivably part of the third phase fill. For example, Grace's no. 29, 
an early Thasian stamp with the eponym Damastes, was found in the same 
general area (Trench A, 7-12 m south of the terrace wall 2-3 m deep) as no. 
183, a Knidian stamp with the early 1st century BC eponym Aristainos (same 
trench, 10-13 m from the wall at the same depth) [4 Likewise, no. 38, an early 
Thasian with eponym Isagores, is described as coming from the "surface - 1 
m" depth in trench C, a context described in the notebooks after review of the 
pottery as "mostly Greek" (i.e., also containing Roman pottery). Especially 
difficult for the idea that Pnyx III marks the end of old-style stamping is the 
presence of a new-style stamp in the fill. No. 67, an unrestored new-style 
stamp (with a query as to its belonging to UA IILin Grace's publication, but 
with no such query on the catalogue сага) with an alabastron, for which 
the position of the extant letters relative to the device may require the restor- 
ation of either Aristophanes II or Сһаігеаѕ/ Most problematic, however, 
are the two latest old style stamps reported as Pnyx III Assembly fill. The 
earlier of these, with the old-style eponym Pythion and device of Heracles as 
crouching archer, was found in excavations of October 1932. While areas of 
the Assembly Fill were cleaned and excavated further in this month, there is 
no precise record of where artifacts were found. Many other stamps from this 
same month's excavations, listed as being from Assembly fill on the catalogue 
cards (the only extant record of their findspot), are fully Hellenistic (Sinopean 
and Rhodian) 4 The latest old style stamp, Aristokr( ) with wheel device, 
is recorded in the excavation notebook, but it comes from excavations of the 
upper terrace gate area not from the Assembly area fill. The latest Thasian 
old-style stamps securely from the Assembly fill are those of the eponyms 
Damastes and Panphaes (17-18 years before the transition to new-style stamp- 
ing according to Garlan's [1999] ordering of the eponyms) E In terms of the 
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available documentation, then, and using Garlan's chronology, the Thasian 
stamps offer a terminus post aan in the early to mid 340s for the deposition 
of the Pnyx III assembly fill! 

In addition to these problems of findspot, one other point concerning the 
Pnyx III fill has been largely overlooked. There is no other fill in Athens with 
so many old-style Thasian stamps. From 30 Agora deposits I have studied 
in their entirety closed between c. 390 and 300 BC, there are only four old- 
style Thasian stamps (including the three discussed above and one from a 
later 4th century deposit) and ten new style stamps. These deposits include 
19 well or cistern fills, six pits, three drain channel fills, one relatively small 
construction fill, and one bedrock cutting. Even the large later Hellenistic 
building fills (e.g., the fills for the Middle Stoa and the Stoa of Attalos) rarely 
included old-style stamps as residual material “J Regardless of the problem- 
atic identification of certain stamps as "building fill", the Pnyx III fill must 
have included a huge mass of debris from precisely the period of old-style 
Thasian stamping. This requirement may be deduced from the general rar- 
ity of the stamps even in large contemporary fills, fills with plenty of other 
amphora fragments, and hence the need for a very large "sample" to end up 
with so many such stamps in the excavated trenches. Furthermore, this mass 
of fill must have been deposited in this location at roughly the same time as 
its collection or else the old style Thasian stamps would have dispersed to 
being a minor presence here just as they are in other large fills deposited in 
later periods; the later Hellenistic and Roman pottery need not force a post- 
4th century date for Pnyx ШЇ 

Is it then possible to narrow the date of collection and deposition of this 
"huge mass of debris" from "the period of old-style Thasian stamping" to 
either c. 355-342 (the period of Euboulos' control of the Athenian Theoric 
fund) or c. 338-326 BC (the Lykourgan period) and thereby settle the lengthy 
historical debate as to the "financier" of Pnyx III? The ceramic evidence apart 
from the amphora stamps leads to similar conclusions as have been just drawn 
from the amphora in terms of the nature of the accumulation and its date near 
the mid 4th century. The numismatic evidence inclines towards the later date; 
however, this conflict may be reconciled by further attention to the excavation 
records for the coins and the current foundations of the coin chronologies. 

While detailed publications were produced for the red-figure pottery, 
lamps, loomweights, and black-glaze pottery; coarsewares from the Pnyx III 
fill have never been published in detail. The red-figure pottery was described 
as quite fragmentary, with no mends found between pieces, but generally dat- 
able within the first half of the 4th century. The latest fragment, and the only 
one thought to date later than c. 350, was attributed to the Filottrano painter. 
Talcott, Philippaki, and Rotroff all place the fragment "early in the 3rd quarter 
of the 4th century" and examples of this painter's work are found at Olyn- 
thos 2] There have been attempts to lower the date of this painter's career 
into the late 4th century, but the current consensus seems to keep his activity 
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within the 3rd quarter of the century 24 The “fragmentary” characterization 
of the material also deserves some qualification. Although mends were not 
found, the fragments are at times quite large 24 Material gathered from various 
“new” debris piles in the area, then combined to form the Pnyx III fill, then 
sampled in a series of trenches (i.e., leaving large parts unexcavated), might 
well no longer preserve joins within the recovered fragments. The black-glaze 
pottery is generally characterized as typical of the middle to third quarter of 
the 4th century. In terms of the black-glaze sequences already discussed in 
this paper, it is notable that bolsals with grooved foot are the dominant form 
for that vessel, and this feature seems typical of fills closed c. 350 or slightly 
later (as discussed above) 23 The lamps, by all accounts, show some develop- 
ment beyond forms seen at Olynthos 24 The actual length of time past 348 is 
difficult to ascertain considering potential selectivity on the part of Olynthians 
as to what to import and what to imitate £d The loomweights from the Pnyx 
Ш fill itself tend to be fairly consistent in terms of typology 24 And yet, since 
the Pnyx offers the only extensive discussion of loomweights from Athens, 
there can be no certainty as to the chronological parameters demanded by 
the Pnyx III fill group. On the whole, however, the ceramic dates fit very well 
with the revised assignations of Thasian stamps to the building fill and the 
latest dates of those stamps. 

The numismatic evidence does not fit so well and remains problematic 24 
The most narrowly datable type discussed as helping to date Pnyx III is a 
double-bodied owl bronze coin. J. Kroll considers the type to have begun c. 
338 in imitation of a silver series thought to start "in the 340s." The diameter 
of the Pnyx specimen at 13 mm is appropriate for both the earliest and mid- 
dle types of the bronze series. And yet, the silver coins themselves seem to 
depend on the bronzes for their date, so neither chronology seems especially 
secure. As with the amphora stamps, the findspots of significant coins are 
also problematic. The double-bodied owl was found at a depth of 0.6 m at the 
"middle" of Trench A. The notebook description of work the day that coin was 
found casts serious doubt on the secure attribution of this coin to the Pnyx III 
fill: “The surface of the undisturbed fill appears to lie on the average 0.80 m 
deep, so that no material so far secured can be used with assurance as evidence for 
dating" (Pnyx notebook I, р. 12, Dec. 10, 1930, emphasis added) EJ The coins, 
therefore, begin to resemble more and more the latest old-style Thasian stamps 
and single new style stamp attributed to the Pnyx III fill, i.e., the coins too 
constitute marginally later material found in unreliable contexts. 

The archaeological evidence may be summarized as follows. There is an 
undeniably large mass of early to mid 4th century ceramic material continu- 
ing into the 340s. In addition to the many amphora handles, there must have 
been even more fragments of amphoras themselves to go along with other 
coarsewares, lamps, finewares, and loomweights. While much of the debris 
would be appropriate as debris from common houses (such as were found 
in the уісіпіїу) 2 there are also pottery and figurines appropriate to ritual 
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activity E] After this material there is a fairly consistent smattering of debris 
from the later 4th century and later. 

One explanation for a large mass of mid-century debris, apparently not so 
far removed in space or time from its point of origin, may be drawn from an 
unfortunately oblique reference to expropriation (?) of houses and other prop- 
erty on the Pnyx hill late in 347/ 6 IRecent commentary on this text suggests 
that the buildings and cisterns involved were largely derelict and out of use. 
Perhaps a more conservative interpretation of the passage is to read here an 
expression of the Boule's (and then the Areopagos council's) renewed interest 
in the Pnyx area as they began to consider renovations to the old Assembly 
area. Debris from these and other buildings might then have been brought 
together to form the core of the new Assembly place fill. J. Camp has argued 
that the masonry style of the great curving retaining wall also fits well with 
this даїе 21 The later 4th century material might well have been deposited 
as work continued intermittently after the construction of the retaining wall 
and the deposition of the main body of the fill. Building activity in the area 
continued perhaps as late as the early 260s once work stopped on the stoas 
(incomplete) and the "compartment wall", a section of city wall overlying the 
stoa foundations 4 Reconsideration of the archaeological evidence for the date 
of the start of the Pnyx III construction inclines towards assigning Euboulos 
as its initial patron probably between 346 (the date of the expropriations) and 
342 (the end of Euboulos period in power). 


SOME FURTHER IMPLICATIONS: 
AEGEAN INFLUENCE ON PONTIC CHRONOLOGIES 


Pnyx III alone tells us very little despite its high profile in amphora studies 
between the 1940s and early 1990s. And yet, many other deposits earlier than 
Pnyx Ш, artifacts other than Thasian stamps themselves, and the chronological 
sequences of these related artifacts can all be used to build a case in favor of 
the c. 330-325 transition date for Thasian stamps. When this case is combined 
with Avram's and Garlan's arguments working backwards from Koroni, the 
possibility of floating eponyms pushing that transition closer to 340 becomes 
that much more unlikely. Such a late date for the transition from old to new 
style stamping, however, does not indicate a late date for Pnyx III. According 
to the extant records, the latest Thasian stamps in that building fill predate 
the transition by 17-18 years. For this reason, far from providing an indepen- 
dent "fixed point" for the Thasian chronology, the Pnyx III fill takes its date 
c. 345-342 from the Thasian dates, red-figure pottery dates, and textual refer- 
ences, whose chronological strength is derived from how well they fit with 
the reconsidered archaeological evidence. 

A much more specific point returns us to the Black Sea. I have just pro- 
posed that the isolated Mendean amphora on the El Sec ship was roughly 
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20-40 years old when that ship sank. The other jars on that wreck found in 
multiple examples as well as much of the black-glaze and red figure finewares 
are datable after 350. It seems likely that the Mendean jar was simply a bit of 
cargo left over from earlier ventures or an old jar, in a state of re-use, picked 
up along the ship’s likely quite circuitous voyage. Even in a closed deposit, 
therefore, there can be much earlier pieces; this is seen all the time in closed 
deposits on land but shipwrecks are often claimed to offer greater precision. 
Another isolated find at El Sec is the often cited Sinopean stamped handle 
and upper part of a jar with the Group Ib eponym Endemos and the fabricant 
Timorios.£4 This eponym tends to be placed near the beginning of Sinopean 
stamps naming the eponymous astynomos, and the El Sec wreck is often cited 
as providing a date for the start of this chronology. Given the situation with 
the Mendean jar, it becomes difficult to use the closing date of the El Sec ship- 
wreck to assign a starting date for Sinopean eponym stamps on the basis of 
this isolated case. Here again we might have a case of re-exportation or even 
an old broken fragment in the cargo area of the ship. Conovici's date of c. 355 
does, it turns out, work fairly well with a c. 340 or slightly later date for the 
wreck, but the wreck itself cannot offer much support. By the same reasoning, 
however, the wreck cannot be dated by the Sinopean handle. 

A final point brought out by the foregoing discussions of Agora deposits 
and the Pnyx excavations in particular is the need for detailed reconsideration 
even of long ago published and well-known points of reference. Even apparent 
"facts" such as the attribution of a particular amphora stamp to a particular 
building fill can turn out to be too uncertain to support the conclusions that 
have come to be placed upon them. 


Notes 


1 Iam most grateful to the organizers for the invitation to speak at the conference 
in Aarhus. The research for this paper was made possible by a fellowship to the 
American School of Classical Studies provided by the National Endowment for 
the Humanities. This paper has benefited greatly from comments following its 
presentation in Aarhus; remaining errors of commission and omission are my 
own responsibility. 

2 E.g. Morel 2000, 13. The same view is implied by those who desire different 
specialists to work independently to arrive at "objective" dates for strata. The 
frequently expressed view that analyses of clays should be carried out “blind” 
has also been criticized as naive to the realities of how best to achieve progress 
in that field as well (Whitbread 1995a, 97-99). 

3 Given the vast bibliography relevant to transport amphoras from Pontic sites it 
might seem perverse to summarize only the current state of knowledge from an 
Aegean-Mediterranean perspective with only minimal reference to Pontic bibli- 
ography. Two considerations, however, encourage just such an approach in this 
paper. First, isolation of this evidence, even in the selective fashion necessitated 
here, offers one " Aegeanist's" version of significant points and might therefore 
serve as a point of entry into the non-Pontic bibliography. Second, much of the 
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evidence for absolute chronologies for non-Pontic amphora types depends on 
Aegean evidence even if Pontic archaeology provides a great mass of evidence 
for relative chronologies (see contribution by Monachov to this volume). 

The studies in question are Avram 1996 and Garlan 1999a; the review is part of 
Lawall 2001a. 

Avram 1996; cf. Debidour 1998, 400-401. 

Garlan 1999a. 

Finkielsztejn 2001 (with references to all earlier iterations of his "chronologie basse”); 
and Finkielsztejn 2000b for later Rhodian stamps. For Grace’s statements on the 
Rhodian chronology, see in particular Grace & Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, 
289-302; Grace 1974; and 1985, 7-13. A clear presentation of Grace’s chronology 
is presented by Empereur (Empereur and Hesnard 1987, 18-19; Empereur 1990). 
Study of the earliest Rhodian stamp periods is hampered by scarce publications 
of the major assemblages, especially those on Rhodes itself, and problematic 
identifications of earliest Rhodian amphoras and stamps (as opposed to amphoras 
from Knidos or other nearby regions). 

Grace & Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, 317-324; Grace 1985, 13-18; sum- 
marized by Empereur & Hesnard 1987, 20-21; Koehler & Wallace Matheson 
(forthcoming). Jefremov (1995) offers a much different chronology, but he did not 
take account of the much wider range of Aegean and Mediterranean evidence 
available to Grace and Koehler. For a skeptical view of Jefremov’s chronology, 
see Empereur & Garlan 1997, 181-182. 

Koehler 1978. I use the term Adriatic Greek to refer to Corinthian Type B. Although 
kilns for these amphoras are now published from Corcyra (Preka-Alexandri 1992 
and Kourkoumelis 1990), there are strong indications of production of similar 
jars elsewhere along the Greek and Albanian Adriatic coasts, see Ceka 1986, esp. 
83 and 89 with pls. 7-9; Desy 1988, 414; Andreou 1990; Bereti 1992, esp. pls. 2-3; 
and Joehrens 1999, nos. 22 and 23. 

Grace & Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, 363-364; Grace 1985, 18; Bórker & 
Burow 1998, 60-62 and 112-115; Jóhrens 1998, 252-253, and very brief discussion of 
the problem of the Koan chronology in Empereur & Hesnard 1987, 22. Disparate 
references to associations between Koan stamps and other datable artifacts have 
never been synthesized into a statement on Koan stamp chronology. 

The earliest consistent findspots for Chian name stamps are associated with the 
Roman attack on Eretria in 198: Ikesios was found іп a house thought destroyed 
in 198 (Eretria X, 87-89 and 245, no. 22); Erm( ) was found in a drain filled after 
198 (Eretria X, 243, nos. 2-3). Agora contexts cited by Grace (Grace & Savvatianou- 
Petropoulakou 1970, 361-362 and Grace 1956, 166-7) indicating a 3rd century 
starting date for Chian name stamps are now dated as closing no earlier than c. 
190 BC: M21:1 (Agora XXIX, 461-462) where the latest Rhodian stamp carries the 
eponym Kallikratidas II, dated by Finkielsztejn 2001, 192 to c. 175/173 BC; Q8-9, 
with latest Rhodian eponym Ieron I (Finkielsztejn 2001, 192, c. 186; and see Agora 
XXVII, 155, Agora XXIX, 469) and the latest Knidian Philophr(on) (Grace 1985, 23 
note 60 suggesting a date not long after 188); O202, also with Rhodian eponym 
Ieron I; N20:6 with the latest datable artifact being a coin of c. 196-190 (Agora 
XXIX, 464). The well at Kophina on Chios, initially dated as closing c. 250, more 
likely closed within the 2nd century given revisions to the date of Thompson's 
Groups B and C (Anderson 1954, 144-159, especially 159). The only two contexts 
with Chian name stamps with claims to early 3rd century dates are not sufficiently 
discussed in their respective publications to permit any evaluation of the accuracy 
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of those dates (Eretria II, 27 and 65, nos. 3-4 naming Ikesios; Jóhrens 1998, 250, 
no. 858, naming Philisteus). 

Monachov 1999a; Lawall 2002b; Monsieur 1990; Lazarov 1973, 7-16, nos. 40-63 
provides many illustrations but none are independently datable; and Lazarov 
1982, 10-12 for 4th century Chian. "Chronique des fouilles en 1957" (759, figs. 7 
and 8) illustrates a Chian amphora from a tomb in Thessalonike and the accom- 
panying late 4th century black-glaze pottery. 

Monachov 1999a and 1999b; Lawall 2002b; Papadopoulos & Paspalas 1999; for 
earlier northern Greek amphoras Schmid 1999; Lawall 1995; 1997; and cf. Kantzia 
1994 followed by Empereur and Garlan 1997, 180 (who then, without argumenta- 
tion, attribute to Kos the Mendean jars from Porticello; though of course in their 
short review there was not room to defend such a reattribution) raising the pos- 
sibility of quite distant production of a similar form. 

This general type includes many subdivisions of form and fabric and, not surpris- 
ingly many labels have emerged over the years (Solocha I, Ust’-Laba type, and 
the misnomer "Greco-Italic"). Since profiles published under such labels in the 
past are now emerging as identifiable series on their own, it seems preferable to 
use a more generic term for the class (mushroom rim) and specific geographical 
or fabric-based descriptors for individual types. 

This is the type dated by the Kyrenia shipwreck to c. 300; however, note that 
the two legible coins from that wreck permit, even encourage, a date later than 
300 (cf. Morel 2000, 13; Finkielsztejn 2001, 48 note 53; among others who use this 
largely unpublished wreck as a fixed point). 

This form is published from Gela as dating shortly before the sack of that city c. 
282 (Orlandini & Adamesteanu 1960, 197, fig. 22a); unpublished examples from 
Athens appear near the same date; and from a slightly later context, see Schmid 
20002, fig. 188, no. 69. 

Lawall 1999, 191-192 (note that it is now clear that most of the pieces I referred 
to as "heavy ring toe" in 1999 belong with the “banded rim"); Kossatz 1985, 189, 
no. 25; Raeck et al. 2000, no. 17.2. 

The type Dressel 24 is most often dated from the 1st c. AD and later; however, 
a clear predecessor of the 1st century AD form exists by the late 2nd century BC 
and can be traced earlier as well. In general, see UZencev & Jurockin 1998; and 
see Finkielsztejn on material from Marissa (2000a, 210-211 arguing for a Chian 
provenance, but the type is labeled as Dressel 24 in his forthcoming report on 
the Marissa amphoras; Hayes & Harlaut 2001, 113, note 10, no. 35, fig. 69 refer- 
ring to K. Senol advice attributing the type to Erythrai on the basis of finds from 
workshop sites (see Ozyigit 1989, especially fig. 5 and pls. 4-5). 

Frequent examples appear in the region of Thessaly and Eretria, see Reinders 
1988, fig. 114 no. 34.02 from the House of the Coroplast a New Halos; Metzger 
1990, fig. 11 nos. 157 and 162; Metzger 2000, fig. 173 nos. 1, 6, 7 and fig. 174 nos. 
2, 8, 9; Schmid 2000a, fig. 188 nos. 67-68 many in contexts datable before c. 260 
BC. This form may be related to the Solocha II form, now associated at least in 
part with workshop debris on Peparethos and Ikos (Doulgéri-Intzessiloglou & 
Garlan 1990). These ‘Thessalian’ area jars share with the Peparethan-Ikian jars а 
tall neck, rounded rim, handles attaching near the rim, and thumb-prints at the 
bases of the handles. The Peparethan-Ikian jars are not included in this survey 
of datable 4th- through 2nd century amphoras since the chronological span of 
their production in the 4th century is not known. 
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For these Brindisian-like amphoras, see examples from Thessalonike (from a 
poorly datable context from the 1st century BC and later, Adam-Veleni et al. 
1996, fig. 18), Pella, from debris resulting from an early 1st century BC earth- 
quake (Chrysostomou 1996-7, 226 and fig. 62), Athens (Grace 1979, fig. 38, third 
from left; the type appears often in Sullan sack contexts; and then, much later, 
a fractional example from Agora V, J50, 3rd c. AD), and Marissa (Finkielsztejn 
1999, fig. 111b seems to belong with this non-Brindisian group) - the fabrics dif- 
fer from published descriptions from Adriatic Italy and from fabrics of stamped 
Brindisian handles; and the sharply modelled rim profiles too are unattested 
among the Brindisian finds (Palazzo 1989 and 1990; Manacorda 1990). 

For grooved rim amphoras see Tekkok-Bicken 1996, 13-14, pl. 1b; Hayes 1995, 
181, figs. 5 and 6; Lawall 1999, 192, no. 77, fig. 13; Panas & Pontes 1998, 224 and 
236, figs. 1 and 2, though note that further stratigraphic study after 1998 revealed 
that this amphora type should be limited to the later 2nd and early 1st centuries 
BC instead c. 300-100. I thank Chryssa Karadema for showing me extensive mater- 
ial attributable to Ainos (modern Enez); the fabrics of the late Classical material 
from Enez closely resemble the fabrics of these later Hellenistic amphoras. For 
the Nikandros group the most extensive discussion so far available is Gassner 
1997, 107-108; see too Cankardas Senol 2001 and Lawall (forthcoming). 

A bibliography of Pontic assemblages providing chronologically significant syn- 
chronisms would fill many pages: a selection includes Conovici 1989, Monachov 
1999a; Garlan 1999a; and Lungu 1999. 

The most striking illustration of this phenomenon is the dependence of the 
Sinopean absolute chronology on the few rare occurrences of Sinopean stamps in 
Aegean or even western Mediterranean contexts as discussed by Conovici 1998, 
50-51 with reference to the El Sec wreck (see further discussion below), the Valma 
well on Thasos (Garlan 1989; Blondé et al. 1991; Picard 1989 for the coins), and 
contexts from the Athenian Agora referred to by Grace 1985. The Pontic contexts 
(the tomb of the warrior at Vani and the Five Brothers tumulus at Elizavetovskoe 
derive their dates in part from the Sinopean stamps themselves; however, there 
is a coin of Philip II in the Vani burial, see BraSinskij 1984a, 139). The Agora 
contexts, too, depend for their dates in part on Grakov's (1929) chronology for 
the Sinopean stamps. 

Grace 1985; Grace & Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, see index pages 381-382; 
Grace 1974. Not one fragment without a stamp has been mentioned from this 
fill nor was a single such fragment ever inventoried. Despite the extensive atten- 
tion to this fill, there is no published list of the stamps present. While items from 
other Agora contexts have been published, and while the contexts' dates have 
figured in the dates assigned to the published stamps, the Middle Stoa fill is the 
only deposit of the period c. 400-100 BC to have received extended treatment in 
print. Rotroff 1988 illustrates the need, even in this case, for careful distinction 
between sealed construction fills and later fills. 

Grace 1985, 14-15 for the date; more recently Koehler & Wallace Matheson (forth- 
coming) use this building's construction to support Grace's Knidian chronology; 
for examples of treatment of 157 as a "fixed point" see Finkielsztejn 2001, 41; 
Empereur 1990, 202 and 207 where he includes 156 BC as the last year before the 
closing of the Stoa of Attalos fill. Kohl 2001, 253 uses a date of c. 150-146 with 
reference to the stamped handles (cf. Grace 1985, 14-15) and the coins; Agora XXIX, 
468 uses c. 150 noting that the latest stamped handle is dated by Grace to c. 157; 
Agora XXVI uses c. 150 in the text but c. 157 in the deposit list and note that only 
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one Achaean coin might date close to the middle of the 2nd century or it may be 
much earlier; no Athenian coins are later than the early 2nd century, including 
types dated in part by the date of 183 BC for the Middle Stoa as derived solely 
from the stamped amphora handles(!). 

Lawall 2001a, 534 on this deposit; cf. Avram 1996, 29; Garlan 1979, 249; Grace 
1986, 556-557, indicating the context dates the stamps "before perhaps 285 BC", 
but cf. comments below - the stamps clearly date the context(!); Agora XXVII, 
143-153, especially 144-145 gives the broader context of this and related deposits 
and the evidence for their date, but note the amphora stamps in Q10:1 constitute 
the latest closely datable material. The coins were minted no later than c. 295, but 
the likely latest stamp (Aischron I, in the “genitive group") should fall late in the 
270s or early 260s (Avram 1996; Debidour 1986, 332; Garlan 1993, 168-169). 
Rotroff 1984; the stamp is 552618 with the eponym Deinopas. For Deinopas' date 
at 296 see Avram 1996, 54; Debidour 1986, 331 places Deinopas 325-310. 
Vanderpool, McCredie & Steinberg 1962 is the primary report; Grace 1963 
responds; Vanderpool, McCredie & Steinberg 1964 responds to both Grace and 
G.R. Edwards; McCredie 1966 puts the site in its broader context; Grace 1974 
accepts the Chremonidean interpretation of Koroni. For the dates of the war, see 
Heinen 1972, 100-202 and Walbank 1984, 236-239; cf. Vanderpool, McCredie & 
Steinberg 1962, 59, basing their dates on Meritt 1961, 223-226. 

Garlan 1993; cf. Avram 1996, 55, where the Koroni names are listed as ending 
in 260, but this was adjusted by Avram 1999b, 224; For the Rhodian dates, see 
Finkielsztejn 2001. The Zenon group stamps are not so precisely datable (see note 
47 below). 

S. Rotroff notes the unusual types among the finewares at the Koroni camp (Agora 
XXIX, 31-32) and Vanderpool et al. note the unusual abundance of Ptolemaic coins 
at the site (1962, 57); both of these points imply supplies from outside Attica. 
Likewise the amphora assemblage is poorly matched in Athens itself where 
early to mid 3rd century deposits are devoid of Rhodian, Knidian region, and 
Greco-Italic amphoras (this point is made by McCredie 1966, 12 and supported by 
my own research studying all saved amphora fragments from selected deposits 
dating between 525 and 86 BC; for similarities among various Chremonidean 
assemblages, see Varoucha-Christodoulopoulou 1953-1954). There is, however, 
nothing especially “Egyptian” about this amphora assemblage. Supplies from 
seaborne merchants seem indicated by this evidence. For further discussion of 
the provisioning of armies, see Descat 1995. On the need for wine in particular 
as nourishment for an army see Livy 37.27; I thank John Camp for this reference. 
Note that the often mentioned idea that the Koroni amphoras were in a state of 
re-use as water jars may have resulted directly from the problems of reconciling 
apparently early dates for the pottery as compared with the historical dates for 
the camp (Grace 1963, 327; Vanderpool, McCredie & Steinberg 1964, 74; McCredie 
1966, 12; Grace 1974, 197). 

Robinson 1950, 426-431; similar stamps are published by Garlan 1989 and Peirce 
2001. 

See especially Whitbread 1995b, 36; Papadopoulos & Paspalas 1999, 177-180; and 
Lawall (forthcoming), "Nothing to do with Mendaian amphoras. ..?" 

Garlan 1979, 1985, 1986, 1989, 1990a, 1993 and 1999a; Blondé et al. 1991; Grandjean 
1992; 

For reference to a terminus post quem of 294, see Debidour 1986, 313; Avram 1996, 
31 and Garlan 1990a, 481. Note that we do not know precisely when Demetrias 
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was founded; there is no direct evidence for a narrower date of foundation in the 
ancient references, see Stáhlin, Meyer & Heidner 1934, 178 note 5. For the pub- 
lished stamps from Demetrias, see Beyer, von Graeve & Sinn 1976a and Henninger 
1976. The specific evidence for dates of stamps from the Demetrias excavations 
should be checked on a case-by-case basis since stamps found stratified, for 
example, contemporary with or later than the construction of the Anaktoron may 
more likely date from the late third century (Beyer, von Graeve & Sinn 1976b, 
88-89 attributed the palace construction to the late 3rd century; not to the initial 
foundation of the city in the 290s). 

Schmid 2000a. 

Akamatis 2000, 17-20 and 219-220. Both wells included coins of Antigonos Gonatos 
and the later well included a Rhodian amphora stamp of the eponym Onasandros 
(dated by Finkielsztejn 2001, 191 to c. 219 BC). 

Tekkok 2000; Lawall 1999, 191; Berlin 1999, 146-147; Aylward 1999, 175-176. 
See note 11 above concerning the Chian chronology and the Eretrian evidence. 
This paper was not able to take account of E. Schónenberger and M. Palaczyk's 
study of amphora stamps at Eretria, now fully presented in Eretria XII. 

Harris 1941, 156, fig. 1 and 158 for discussion of coins from the interim period; 
Grace 1953, 119, note 7 accepting but downplaying the presence of stamps dating 
after 146 at Corinth; Williams 1978, 21-23 lists the inventory numbers, but not 
the names, for Knidian stamps dated by Grace to the interim period; for general 
discussions see Wiseman 1979, 491-496; Romano 1993, 12-13; Romano 1994; 
Corinth XVIIL1, 4; and Walbank 1997 and 2002. 

Cf. Finkielsztejn 2001, 41; Empereur 1990, 202; Grace 1985, 19 note 46; Grace 1974, 
198 note 21. The potentially problematic archaeological circumstances of these 
stamps are not mentioned in print but are discussed in detail in Grace's files. 
Rotroff's (1988) discussion of the need to distinguish true construction fill from 
later fills - problematic in that case even in the context of a rigorously controlled 
and recorded excavation - should signal ample warning for anyone placing 
much dependence on the Stoa of Philip material especially given the complex 
architectural history of this building (see Vallois 1923, esp. 154-166 for evidence 
for the dates of construction activity). 

Bruneau 1980; cf. Marcadé 1954 and Grace & Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, 
366. 

For a recent discussion of stamps from Carthage along with references to earlier 
research and lists of names, see Jóhrens 1999. 

These dates follow Finkielsztejn 2001. There is considerable debate over the impact 
of Jewish law on daily lives especially in the wake of the Hasmonean expulsion 
of the Seleucid garrison from Jerusalem and following the various conquests 
of John Hyrcanus, see Finkielsztejn 2001 and 1999; Ariel 1999 and 1990; Cohen 
1999, especially 110-119; Gruen 1998, 1-40; on the difficulties of the archaeology 
of Jewish laws on purity see Wright 1997. Events surrounding Marissa have been 
long debated from the standpoint of the scanty textual evidence (e.g., Rappaport 
1969, Goldstein 1989, Kasher 1990), and Finkielsztejn's (1998a) and Barag’s (1992- 
3) enlistment of archaeological evidence considerably reduced the remaining 
uncertainties (Sartre 2001, 389-390; cf. Kloner 2001). 

Athens: Agora XXIX, 34-36; Rotroff 2000; Vogeikoff-Brogan 2000; Ilion: Hayes 1995; 
Tekkok-Bicken 1996; Eretria: Schmid 2000b; Halae: Coleman 1992, 276; Carr 1992, 
282; Coleman et al. 1999, 310-313; there is also an early 1st century destruction 
at Pella (Akamatis 1993 and 1989; Chysostomou 1996-97). Athens provides so 
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far the widest range of deposits of this period; however, many of these were not 
actually closed until some years after the sack by Sulla (see discussion in Agora 
XXIX, 35-36; Vogeikoff-Brogan 2000, 295-296). 

For Porticello, see Eiseman & Ridgway 1987; Gill 1987; Parker 1992; Lawall 1998; 
Monachov 1999a; Gibbins 2001 (though note that if Gibbins accepts the date I 
suggested for the Tektas Burnu shipwreck and the date for the Halonessos wreck 
based in part on my discussions of Mendean chronology, it is difficult to under- 
stand his acceptance of Gill’s early date for Porticello). For El Sec, see Arribas et 
al. 1987 and Rouillard & Villanueva-Puig 1989; Parker 1992; Morel 2000, 13. In 
my discussion of this wreck below I treat the material as a single wrecked cargo, 
but the reader should bear in mind the possibility (raised but ultimately rejected 
by Morel, see discussion in Rouillard & Villanueva-Puig 1989, 138-141 and Morel 
2000, 13) of multiple wrecks at or near the same site. 

There are numerous descriptions of the wreck, the ship and its cargo; particularly 
useful are the first two preliminary reports in Expedition (Katzev 1969 and 1970a). 
Note that the latest coin might not have been minted until the early 290s; there 
is no external reason for dating the ship c. 300: the 290s or even early 280s seem 
possible. 

Grace 1986; Pulak & Townsend 1987, 43-49; Koehler & Wallace 1987, 49; Empereur 
& Tuna 1988; Gibbins (2001, 302) writes “other pottery shows that the wreck is too 
late [suggestions going as late as c. 275].” According to Empereur and Tuna, the 
date of the wreck is unknown pending the study of the other pottery; however 
the only closely dated fineware on the wreck, a west slope style kantharos, may 
be simply somewhat older than the main cargo. The Thasian jar stamped with 
Pythion V may date to c. 310-300 by Debidour’s new style chronology published 
in 1986; however the downdating of the transition to new style stamps from c. 
345-340 (Debidour) to c. 330-325 (Garlan) may place Pythion V nearer to 285; 
Avram 1996, 54 places Pythion V at 280. This singleton in the cargo, however, 
need not have been “new” when the ship sank and the cargo of Zenon-group jars 
from the Datça peninsula holds the key to the wreck's date of sinking. Although 
a full study of these jars and their stamps does not exist, it should be noted that 
the stamps on the wreck very closely resemble a significant group found at 
Koroni: the abbreviation ZH (Zenon?) with a second abbreviation. Given that the 
Rhodian and Thasian jars at Koroni are now dated c. 260s, it seems very unlikely 
that these “Zenon” jars should be earlier to any significant degree. Grace’s card 
files include at least eleven “eponym” abbreviations accompanying ZH, and 
many of these were also reported by Empereur and Tuna from the Muhaltepe 
Sophanes workshop site (1988, 352-357). With this limited number of eponyms 
showing duplicates even with a relatively small number of known examples, the 
span of the practice must have been fairly limited. Given that the Koroni Zenon 
eponyms are no later than 261 and admitting the possibility of ZH-FIL being 15 
years earlier, the wreck would date near 275. It seems more likely, however, that 
both the Serce stamps and the Koroni stamps are somewhere within the series 
rather than at its extreme ends, hence a date for the wreck somewhere between 
the late 270s and the mid 260s. The earlier dates for the other finds on the wreck 
militate against a post-Koroni date. 

The only later Hellenistic wrecks explored and published with any thoroughness 
are from the western Mediterranean and only include isolated Aegean amphora 
types. While such associations between western Mediterranean amphora types 
and Aegean types are useful for establishing the chronology of the former, they 
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have played little role in the study of Aegean chronologies. Wrecks including 
stamped Rhodian jars include Apollonia B, Grand Congloué 1, and Lazaret; 
wrecks with Aegean amphoras but without stamped jars include Capo Graziano 
A, La Chrétienne C, Marzamemi G, Pozzino, San Ferreol, and Spargi. For thor- 
ough references and summary discussions of these and others, see Parker 1992 
and Gibbins 2001. 

I have not seen the primary publication of this site, only the summary provided 
by Parker 1992, no. 48. For the career of Drakontidas, see Finkielsztejn 2001, 135- 
136. 

For Ariston as a period III eponym and fabricant, see Bórker & Burow 1998, and 
for the date of the eponym, see Finkielsztejn 2001, 192. 

Grace 1946, 31. 

Grace 1956, 122-123; cf. Garlan 1999a, 39 and 49. 

See Lawall 2001b and 2002a for this developing argument. 

Grace & Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, 322. Knidos may have surrendered 
peacefully to Mithridates in 89 or 88 (assumed by Magie 1950, 215); according 
to Plutarch (Luc., 3.3) Lucullus had to persuade (epeise) the Knidians to assist the 
Romans against Mithridates, implying an earlier allegience to the king. Appian's 
(Mith., 23) list of unusually cruel treatments of Italians and Romans in 88 BC in 
response to Mithridates' order does not mention Knidos; however, it does seem 
reasonable to assume that Italians and Romans were killed there as well. Since 
the andres (duoviri) are all Greek there is no certainty either in their being killed 
during the massacres of 88, or in the cessation of Knidian amphora production 
at this time. If we could assume that Mithridates' order was meant to eradicate 
systems of tax collection and fiscal exploitation - an assumption persuasively 
refuted by R.M. Kallet-Marx (1995, 153-158) - then it might be possible to expand 
the violence to include local, non-Italian “collaborators”. Recent debate as to the 
date of Mithridates' order to kill all Romans and Italians is presented by Kallet- 
Marx (1995, 154 with note 108); he prefers the traditional date of 88 instead of 89 
BC. 

Lawall 2002a. 

This is not to doubt that the "Andres" are magistrates related to the Roman 
provincial administration (though the names are all Greek); the point is that 108 
is not a historically fixed point. For the terminus ante quem of 100 BC for Knidian 
membership in the province of Asia, see most recently, Crawford (ed.) 1996, Law 
12. Although including extensive discussion of the praetors and brief mention 
of quaestors (especially Knidos copy column IV, lines 40-42) in Asia including 
collection of taxes, there is no mention of local duoviri. Jefremov 1995, 59-60 dis- 
cusses the wide-ranging roles of duoviri in better known contexts. 

Itis important to note, however, that Grace's explanation for the dates 108-88/86 
do vary through the course of her publications, see Grace 1956, 150 where the 
destruction of Delos in 88 is the point of reference; in Grace & Savvatianou- 
Petropoulakou 1970, 322 the events reconstructed at Knidos in 88 and 85 (see 
below) are the points of reference along with secondary reference to Sullan 
contexts in Athens. 

Siebert 2001, 134-141; and 1988, especially p. 761. The two eponyms from the 
abandoned storeroom itself are Hermophantos and Agia. For Hermophantos, 
who also appears twice in other fills on the floor in the same house, see Grace 
& Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, 322 and E198, and Grace 1985, 33 queried 
as period VIB, i.e., before 86. For Agia, appearing twice in the storeroom, see 
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Grace & Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, E81, there dated before 86. Siebert 
accepts Empereur’s (unpublished) discussion of the dates of this material with 
the Knidian stamps dating no later than 78 BC; however, such a date is presum- 
ably dependent on Grace’s assumptions about Knidian production during the 
period of Mithridates’ aggressions. Various recent studies of building sequences 
on Delos have struggled with the distinction between 88 and 69 as the dates of 
major destructions and abandonments: for examples, see Brun 1999, Brun & 
Brunet 1997; Le Dinahet-Couilloud 1997; Hatzidakis 1997. Not surprisingly, all 
of these studies use Grace’s dating scheme for the Knidian stamps despite the 
potential difficulties just noted. Jefremov 1995, 76-80 places the duoviri between 
115 and 88 assuming extensive economic collapse in Asia Minor after 88. He 
dates Hermophantos near 100, an even more unlikely date in terms of the Delian 
evidence. 

Of the main three deposits cited as Sullan sack contexts by Grace & Savvatianou- 
Petropoulakou 1970, 321, only M20:1 is considered fully pre-Sullan by Rotroff 
(Agora XXIX, 35) the other two, F19:3 and T27:1, are considered to include even 
late 1st century material (Agora XXIX, 36). 

Debidour 1999 in fact uses the large number of stamps of Kleitos found at Pontic 
sites to argue for an earlier date for this name; for another recent comment on 
the drop in Thasian exports to the Black Sea, see Lazarov 1999, 196 placing the 
decline c. 300 BC. 

The exception is the use of c. 275 for the abandonment of Seuthopolis; this date 
is based in part on numismatic evidence and on the dates of the amphora stamps 
(see Dimitrov, Cicikova & Balkanska 1984 and Dimitrov & Penéev 1984). For the 
vast range of Pontic contexts providing indications of relative order of the names, 
see Avram 1996 and Garlan 1999a; Lungu 1999 also provides important discus- 
sion of synchronisms requiring the near-contemporaneity of different Thasian 
names. For the absolute dates of the series these same authors turn to the Aegean 
or, quite often to associated Sinopean stamps, for which the absolute chronology 
remains a topic of considerable disagreement (Conovici 1998; the chart published 
by Fedoseev 1992, 149; cf. Fedoseev 1994 exemplify the range of difference of 
opinion). 

Grace 1946. 

These deposits have never been published in detail. They are summarized in 
Agora XII; D19:1 is mentioned by Rodney Young (Cistern in the area of Houses N 
and O, Young 1951, 253) and Moore published two red-figure fragments (Agora 
XXX, nos. 414 and 1653); J13-14:1 is mentioned in a footnote by T. Leslie Shear 
Jr. (1970, 191 note 59). 

Garlan 1999a, no. 205; and see Avram 1996, 51, table 1. Grace (1956, 126) also 
mentions a stamp of Aristeides (SS1498) as being from an “early 4th century con- 
text.” The context in question is a pocket of fill on bedrock immediately below, 
and perhaps even mixed with, Byzantine fill (Section H notebook, May 1 1933, 
28-29/E). The small size of this context along with the Byzantine presence so 
close by make it less useful for dating the Thasian series. More recently on this 
eponym, see Lungu 1999, 73-75, cf. Garlan 1999a, 47. 

Grace 1946. 

Grace 1956, 123 with reference to Pouilloux's manuscript ahead of its publication 
in 1954 (the issue of Macedonian control of Thasos is addressed especially at pp. 
431-434); see more recently Picard 1985 and 1997. 
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Talcott, Philippaki, Edwards & Grace 1956, 6; and more recently Rotroff & Camp 
1996, 275. Note that in 1970 Grace wrote that Pnyx III is "dated by a quantity of 
Attic figured ware" (Grace & Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, 355). 

Talcott, Philippaki, Edwards & Grace 1956, 6. 

Shear 1975; information on Grace's thought on this deposit come from reports 
filed in the Agora archives' deposit notebooks. 

This development in Grace's thinking on the topic is made explicit in an unpub- 
lished report dated 27.viii.74, p. 7. 

Grace 1985, 4-5 and 18 note 43. 

Thompson & Scranton 1943; in the initial publication by Thompson and 
Kourouniotes (1932), the third phase was assigned to the Hadrianic period (see 
below). 

Avram 1996, 24, note 48 (referring to Romano 1985) and 28, note 72 (referring to 
Thompson 1982). 

Vanderpool, McCredie & Steinberg 1961, nos. 87-89, 95-97, 104-108. 

A similar date has been proposed for the Rhodian stamps at Koroni, see 
Finkielsztejn 2001, 184. 

Garlan 1993, 169, see his lists in the middle of the page. Names there in parenthe- 
ses are not found at Kounouphia but for other reasons belong in the sequence. 
The eponym Pheidippos belongs to the rhyton group as do the Koroni eponyms 
Demalkes and Idnades, but it does not appear either at Koroni or at Kounouphia 
and is therefore assumed to be later than Koroni. 

Debidour 1986, 330-332. The figure of 39 includes all of Groups I and II except 
Kleitos (now argued to be placed among the old style eponym, see Debidour 
1999), all of III except Megakleides (at Kounouphia), and Thespon, Kephisophon, 
Kratinos, and Menedemos from group IV, and Aischron I from the genitive 
group. 

Debidour 1986, 332 

Garlan 1993, 169 places Kychris, Pythion VI, Satyros I, Philiskos and Chaireas 
before Koroni; Avram 1996, 30-31 and 1999, 218 includes Aristophon II and 
Autokrates (not on Debidour's list) as being before Koroni. 

Schmid 2000a. 

Avram 1996, 26: Amphandros, Argeios, Aristophanes II, Eraton, Hegisiteles, 
Herophantos, Hegisipolis, Kleophon III, Philisteides, Polykrates, Polytimos, 
Polyon, Satyros II, Satyros III; in the same lists Avram includes Evagoras, now 
shown to be pre-Koroni, see above. For Koukos, see Garlan 1979; for Vamvouri 
Ammoudia see Garlan 1986, 203-220; for the Silen Gate material, see Debidour 
1979, 300-302, for group BA, see Garlan 1993, 170-174. 

These deposits are mentioned by Garlan (1999a, 135), who asserts that they must 
date to the early 4th century. And yet, if chronology is the issue, and especially 
since these very deposits were fundamental to the early development of the 
Thasian absolute chronology, assertions as to their dates simply do not suffice; 
hence the remainder of this section. 

Agora excavation notebook for section NN (there referred to as cistern in House 
H), pages 2676 and 2679-2681; no section drawings of the fill exist nor were any 
photographs taken once the cistern was emptied. 

For the shift to marble working in this area, see Young 1951 as follows: House 
D, second phase, pp. 221-222; House H, p. 229, only slightly excavated but also 
showing debris from marble working in 4th century levels; House G, especially 


64 


85 
86 


87 


88 
89 


95 


101 


Mark Lawall 


pp. 235-236 for the 4th century marble working phase; House K, esp. pp. 243- 
244. 

NN notebook page 3142. 

The lamp from the upper fill is L4013, from the lower fill L4024; for type 23 C, 
see Agora IV. 

On the Q-painter, see Beazley 1940-44; Ure 1943; Paul-Zinserling 1994; Geyer 
(ed.) 1996. The komast dancer is paralleled on the exterior of a stemmed cup 
from Spina tomb 893 dated to the second quarter of the 4th century (Curti 2001, 
151-152, pl. 102, no. 6), and Spina tomb 862 of the same general date on a tondo 
(Curti 2001, 150-151, pl. 101, no. 4). Note that since this fragment was only found 
in the context pottery tin there is no surviving evidence for the level of its findspot 
in the fill. The latest previously published red-figure from this deposit was dated 
to the late 5th century (Agora XXX, no. 414). 

For hastily impressed ovules as the forerunner of rouletting, see Agora XII, 30. 
On the Fat Boy group, see Sabbatini 2000; a close parallel for the palmette decor- 
ation of the fragment from D19:1 is provided by a fragment from Lattes from a 
context of c. 375 (Py and Sabbatini 2000, 196, fig. 35.10); for the Eros see Agora 
XXX, nos. 762 and 763 both dated to the early 4th century and from Lattes from 
a context of 400-375 (Py & Sabbatini 2000, 185-186, fig. 17.2). 

Agora excavation notebook for section Q pages 1030, 1039, 1224 and 1307. A 
note in the excavation notebook (p. 1225) quotes Brian Sparkes' opinion that the 
fineware pottery here dated to the late 5th century. 

Agora XXV, 50, nos. 144-145. 

Agora IV, type 24 A' (L1005). 

Agora XXX, no. 1178 (P2248), there dated to the early 4th century. 

Publications of these deposits especially relevant to the following discussion are 
as follows: R13:4, Talcott 1935, Lawall 1995 and 2000; R11:3, Agora XXVII, 139, 
170, and 232 (with correction to Agora ХП, 398), and Lawall 1995; U13:1, Shear 
1975, 355-361, Lawall 1998, 20 fig. 5 and 2000; H12:11, Agora XII; R13:11, Agora 
XII; B12:5, Agora ХП; 519:3 "Coroplast's Dump”, see Thompson 1952, 120-164, 
esp. 121-122; H17:5, Corbett 1955, 185, no. 25 and Agora XII. 

Alonnesos, see Hadjidakis 1996 and 1997; for Porticello, see Eiseman & Ridgeway 
1987, Gill 1987, Lawall 1998; El Sec see Cerdá 1987 and 1989, Trias 1987 and 1989, 
and discussion published in Rouillard & Villanueva-Puig 1989. For the bothros 
at Halikarnassos, see Halikarnassos VIL, 82-97, and for Olynthos, see Robinson 
1950. 

Oakley & Rotroff 1992, 53-57. 

Agora XXVII, 140-141. 

Hadjidaki 1996, 590 for the date of the Alonnesos wreck. 

The jar is published by Cerdá (photograph and drawing are published in 1987, 
pl. 18, no. 627; pp. 469-470, fig. 126) and compared with the Porticello Mendean 
amphoras. The discrepancy between the photograph and the drawing seems too 
great to be accounted for by distortion from the camera lens. 

Halikarnassos УП, A84, from Bothros A. I am very grateful to V. Nerskov for 
sending me an illustration of this fragment in advance of the publication of 
Halikarnassos УП; for the start of construction in the 360s, see pp. 72-73. 

For difficulties in the chronological arrangement of Classical black-glaze pottery, 
see comments in Agora XII, 27 and Corbett 1949, 301. 
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The comparison was made by Eiseman & Ridgeway 1987, 28 but the pieces in 
question from U13:1 were not illustrated in Shear’s (1975) preliminary report. 
Eiseman and Ridgeway 1987, G7, figs. 3.5 and 3.6; a similar cup skyphos comes 
from U13:1 (P30420, Shear 1975, 358 note 53, pl. 80g); unfortunately without pre- 
served interior decoration. In my earlier discussion of the date of the Porticello 
wreck, I argued for an early 4th century date on the basis of the amphoras alone 
and left open the possibility that the bolsals could be much earlier. On further 
consideration of the U13:1 bolsals and the advent of proto-rouletting, even the 
finewares on the Porticello wreck seem entirely compatible with a date in the early 
4th century (see above). While similar bolsal decoration is published from the 
Rhenia pit, two points should be taken into consideration: 1) there is post-426 pot- 
tery among that material according to the original publication (Dugas & Beazley 
1952, 3, though he notes that the complete vessels are more likely attributed to 
c. 426), and 2) the U13:1 evidence indicates that the Porticello bolsals can date 
as late as the early 4th century even if the decorative scheme began to be used 
earlier, and this later date fits the constraints provided by the amphoras and the 
cup-skyphos with proto-rouletting. Neither Eiseman nor Gill draw attention to 
the proto-rouletting on the cup skyphos, yet this feature is as important as the 
bolsal forms for the date of the wreck. 

This statement is based both on the inventoried and non-inventoried pottery 
from this deposit. 

Agora ХП, 384 with list of catalogued pieces from this deposit. Rouletting appears 
on bolsals and other forms at Lattes in contexts dated c. 375-350, see Py & Sabattini 
2001, 173-178. 

For the bolsals from Olynthos, see Robinson 1950, plates 207-215; the rouletted 
bolsal is no. 654, pl. 208. 

For discussion of the El Sec bolsals, see Cerda 1989, 54 and 69. The red-figure 
pottery from El Sec also has close parallels at Olynthos, see Trias 1987, 62 (Black 
Thyrsos painter), 86 (Group of Vienna 116), 111 (Fat Boy Group); 1989, esp. 33-37 
and B. Shefton's comments in Rouillard & Villanueva-Puig 1989, 135. 

Amphora types N (certain examples), G and R in particular from the El Sec wreck 
do not appear in Athenian Agora deposits until the very end of the 4th century, 
so a date perhaps even some decades after 340 may be necessary. For suggestions 
as to the dates of the Corinthian and Adriatic amphoras, see Koehler's comments 
in Rouillard & Villanueva-Puig 1989, 132 where the Adriatic amphoras are sug- 
gested to date near the mid 4th century and the Corinthian amphoras earlier in 
the 4th century. 

551723; Garlan 1999a, no. 322. 

55367: Kleoph(anes) (fabricant) with star (eponym symbol) and shell (device) = 
Garlan 1999a, no. 615, is from the uppermost layer at H17:5; $5368: Chairimenes 
(fabricant), phiale (eponym symbol), lance (device) = Garlan 1999a, no. 598; and 
55369 КаШрһоп (fabricant), star (eponym symbol), and pole(device) = Garlan 
1999a, no. 614 are both from the cobbled surface under the dirt fill containing 
55367. 

Fixed points for Attic red figure and black glaze are discussed by Curti 2001, 
23-36; Sabetai 1993, 218-221; Sparkes 1991, 28-59; Burn 1987, 7-13; MacDonald 
1979, 29-44; and Morel 2000, 13-14, and a convenient bibliography is provided 
by Campenon 1994, 14. 
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The excavation records vary in detail: for the early excavation in the Assembly 
area (Dec. 1930 through mid March 1931, Thompson drew and recorded findspot 
information for many diagnostic sherds, loomweights, coins and other finds; for 
later March through June 1931 and October-November 1932 records of findspots 
for individual objects appear less often. Detailed records reappear for the 1936 
excavations of the region around the Assembly area per se. The amphora handle 
catalogue cards no longer comprise a complete set, so some handles are only 
recorded in the notebooks, some only on the cards, and some are not recorded 
anywhere apart from Grace’s publication. I have been unable to find Grace’s 
working files on the Pnyx material apart from a folder of correspondence imme- 
diately preceding the publication, so there are some remaining uncertainties as 
to why Grace thought certain stamps were to be attributed to the period III fill 
and others not. The handles themselves are stored at the Stoa of Attalos as is the 
other published, and dramatically edited unpublished, pottery. 

This particular handle is mentioned by Rotroff (1996, 291) as intrusive. 

Despite being excavated in 1931, there is no record of this quite worn stamp in 
the notebooks of that year, so its precise findspot is unknown. 

The restoration is based on review of Grace's collection of images of Thasian 
stamps with this alabastron device. While much of this material remains unpub- 
lished, an example of the stamp of Chaireas with alabastron is found in Avram 
1996, no. 452. 

Avram 1996, 28 note 73 recognizes the uncertainty of this eponym’s inclusion in 
the Pnyx III fill. 


117 Note that Panphaes is spelled as Pamphaes (a fabricant name) in Grace 1956, no. 
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46, but the letter in question does appear more like an N on the stamp; see Garlan 
1999a, no. 730. 

Note that although Garlan and Avram agree on the later date for the transition, 
their respective lists of old style names differ significantly in terms of the relative 
sequence. Therefore, by Avram's sequence the latest Pnyx III eponyms are Baton 
and Megon II, whom he places at 346 and 345. 

According to lists compiled by Grace there are seven old-style Thasian stamps in 
the Middle Stoa fill and four in the Stoa of Attalos fill. The earlier amphora-rich, 
even Thasian-rich, fill of Q10:1 did not include any old-style stamps. 

For the Roman pottery, much of which is dated now to the 3rd century AD, I 
am fully convinced by Rotroff's interpretation of Thompson’s sketch showing a 
change in fill near the retaining wall as indicative of post-Herulian attempts at 
stone robbing (Rotroff & Camp 1996, 269-270, plate 78f). 

Beazley 1940-44, 19, note 2; Rotroff & Camp 1996, 275; Rotroff 1996, 39 
Landolfi 2000 and, especially for the dates, see Landolfi 1996, 32-33. 

There is no standard against which to judge the relative preservation of these 
sherds. Many red-figure pieces from the Persian sack wells (primary deposits) 
are complete or nearly so; most of the material in Agora XXX, however, is com- 
prised of quite small fragments (as noted Agora XXX, 1). A detailed comparison 
of preservation among different sorts of deposits in terms of finewares and 
coarsewares would be quite valuable for allowing further interpretation of the 
state of preservation of these classes of artifact. 

Rotroff & Camp 1996, 276 and 278 with fig. 7.2-3. 

Agora IV, especially p. 74 with reference to type 25B' and its absence from 
Olynthos; Rotroff & Camp 1996, 275 and 277; Rotroff 1996, 39-40. 
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For selective importation and then imitation of Attic forms in the Troad in a 
limited period of time, see Berlin & Lynch 2003, 172-174. 

Davidson & Thompson 1943, 73-79 emphasizes the dominance of pyramidal 
weights in the Pnyx III fill as compared with the dominance of conical weights 
in later fills. 

The most often discussed coins from the Pnyx III fill were published by 
Kourouniotes & Thompson 1932, 211-213; see too Davidson & Thompson 1943, 
14-27. 

For discussion of the relevant bronze types see, Agora XXVI, 9, 31, 41-42; Rotroff 
1996, 40; Rotroff & Camp 1996, 275. Extant documentation of other coins relat- 
ed to the date of the Pnyx III fill reveals further difficulties: Kourouniotes & 
Thompson 1932, 211, no. 2 was found 0.45 m deep, 20 m from the large retaining 
wall, a noticeably disturbed area of the fill. The coin of Salamis from trench A 
(Kourouniotes & Thompson 1932, 212 no. 8) is from 0.8 m depth, 5.0 m from the 
wall, i.e., also from a problematic fill. 

Thompson & Scranton 1943, 333; Lauter-Bufe & Lauter 1971 for houses elsewhere 
not far from the Pnyx, unfortunately without publication of accompanying arti- 
facts. 

On the nature of the ceramic material in the fill, see Rotroff & Camp 1996, 276; 
the presence of pottery workshop debris may be in keeping with debris from 
an essentially domestic quarter. The figurines and saucers may be debris from 
nearby shrines (Davidson & Thompson 1943; Rotroff & Camp 1996, 276). 


132 Thompson 1982, 145 note 40 uses the date of 345; Fisher (2001, 217-218) uses the 
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date of 347/346. 

Rotroff & Camp 1996, 271-275. 

The date of the early 260s depends on the amphora stamp of fabricant Euphron 
and (restored) eponym Agrios (Grace 1956, no. 70; unfortunately no primary 
documentation exists as to the findspot of this stamp so there is no possibility of 
confirming its association with the construction packing of the wall), dated by 
Finkielsztejn (2001, 188) to c. 265. Such a date calls into question Romano's date 
c. 280 for the Compartment wall (Romano 1985, 452-453). The date of c. 265 for 
Agrios is rendered impossible by the fact that it would have this stretch of the 
city's fortification being built during or after the siege by Antigonos Gonatus in 
the Chremonidean war (starting in 267). That Agrios is not much earlier, however, 
is indicated by his presence at Koroni. For the date of the stoas overlooking the 
Pnyx, see Thompson and Scranton 1943, 293-294. Thompson only published three 
fragments (p. 294 fig. 15a-c) and the precise findspots of these are not indicated. 
The fourth fragment (d) is from the Compartment wall fill (p. 334, note 56), but 
this tall-stemmed kantharos is an unusual form and the date of the Compartment 
wall is the primary evidence for its date (see Agora XXIX, 88 note 16). While 
Thompson and Scranton (1943, 293-294, 333-334) describe many contexts from 
which datable pottery was studied, very few sherds were inventoried from these 
particular contexts and all uninventoried pottery from the excavations of these 
stoas and the city wall was discarded. 

Conovici 1998, 21-23 for the relative position of Endemos and 50-51 for the 
absolute chronology; Fedoseev 1999, 30 places Endemos at 375 B.C.; Fedoseev 
1992, 159, starts consistent Sinopean stamping in the 360s and this chronology is 
followed by Monachov 1999a, 379. 
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Of all categories of finds from Greek sites, the amphora evidence allows the 
most optimal possibilities for developing a more precise chronology, espe- 
cially for that of the late Classical and Hellenistic periods, and fortunately 
a number of factors present us with an opportunity to carry out a very suc- 
cessful chronologization: First and foremost the widespread practice at the 
time of magistrates and fabricants to stamp amphora, while the shape of the 
containers from each Greek centre remained peculiar and original. 

A special position as an important chronological indicator in the archaeol- 
ogy of the Greek period is held by Rhodian amphoras. Though the stamping 
of amphoras started on Rhodos considerably later than in Herakleia Pontike, 
Thasos, or Sinope, it acquired a truly global character, since the practice of 
stamping every product rather than any particular vessel among a consign- 
ment was fairly quickly established. This fact called forth the abundance of 
finds of Rhodian stamped amphora handles in cultural layers, and hence the 
special importance of this evidence in terms of chronologization. It is known 
that samples of Rhodian amphora stamps from both the Mediterranean and 
Black Sea littoral are several times more common than those from other cen- 
tres. In turn, this fact has attracted the steadfast attention of several genera- 
tions of researchers (V. Grace, J.-Y. Empereur, Ju.S. Badal'janc, V.I. Kac, G. 
Finkielsztejn et al.) to various problems of Rhodian chronology and resulted in 
the development of a number of chronological schemes of Rhodian stamping. 
During recent decades, new deposits with Rhodian stamped amphoras have 
been discovered, which allow us to make the existing chronological models 
more precise, and in some cases also more correct. 

However, while certain success is observable in the development of the 
chronology of Rhodian stamping, our ideas about the dynamics of forms 
and standards of the amphoras themselves have remained at the level of the 
1970s-80s. The objective of this paper is to correct these ideas on the basis of 
the latest achievements and recently discovered new evidence. 

In earlier periods, Rhodos, unlike other East Greek centres such as Kni- 
dos, Miletos, Samos, and Klazomenai, did not produce transport amphoras. 
Research by P. Риропі ћаѕ established that there are no signs of such рго- 
duction having taken place during the 5th century BC. It was only in the 
4th century BC that Rhodos began to take an active part in the wine trade. 
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However, it is virtually impossible to reliably identify the Rhodian ceramic 
vessels produced during that century, since the practice of stamping had not 
yet been introduced on the island. We can only guess that Rhodian ampho- 
ras from the late Classical period may be found among the vast quantity of 
vessels with mushroom-shaped rims which have thus far been classified as 
being “of unknown provenance”. 

The first series of Rhodian amphoras that can be securely identified dates 
from the Hellenistic period. The practice of systematically stamping ceramic 
containers was introduced in the 3rd century BC and continued for two and 
a half centuries, which allows us to trace successive changes in the shape of 
the Rhodian amphoras over time. However, since chronological identification 
is essentially based on ceramic epigraphy, we need to recall, at least briefly, 
the main developments of the chronology of Rhodian stamping. 

Back in the 1930s, B.N. Grakov proposed a general chronological framework 
for the Rhodian tradition of stamping amphoras. He believed that this practice 
was limited to the period from 331 to 40 BCA Virginia Grace, who worked out 
a classificatory scheme consisting of six (later seven) successive chronological 
groups of magistrates’ stamps А initially followed Grakov in believing that the 
practice of stamping on Rhodos was confined to this period. Later on Grace 
repeatedly modified this scheme, and her second-to-last versiorlmakes good 
use of all the contemporary research.4In Russia an important contribution to 
the study of Rhodian ceramic epigraphy over the last few decades has been 
made by Ju.S. Badal’janc, who in essence proposed a further modification 
of Grace’s scheme, which was elaborated in the 1950s and ‘60s. Badal’janc 
keeps the same number of groups, but establishes a more precise chronolog- 
ical framework for them and includes in it his own classification of fabricants’ 
stamps The weakness of this system lies in its uncritical approach to the pri- 
mary sources, since the failure to collate the names of the Rhodian eponyms 
means that the general list of the latter contains a number of uncertainties and 
errors. Conceding that eponyms held office for one year each, Ju.S. Badal’janc 
includes over four hundred names of magistrates in his list, while the tradition 
of stamping on Rhodos continued for less than three centuries Й 

It is interesting that Grace herself, in one of her last works, revised the 
chronology of the stamps used on amphoras in the Hellenistic period, and 
came to the conclusion that significantly lower dating of the Rhodian stamps 
is necessary 4 Of particular interest in this connection are the results obtained 
in recent years by G. Finkielsztejn, whose research is based on new deposits. 
In his view, the practice of stamping ceramic containers on Rhodos began 
roughly at the turn of the 4th and 3rd centuries BC. Arguing for the division 
of Grace’s typological periods (groups) into sub-groups, he proposes the 
following chronology: Period I (with three sub-groups) 304-235 BC; Period 
II (with three sub-groups) = 234-199 BC; Period III (with five sub-groups) = 
198-161 BC; Period IV (with two sub-groups) = 160-146 BC; Period V (with 
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three sub-groups) = 145-108 BC; Period VI = 107-86 BC; Period VII (with two 
sub-groups) = from 85 BC to the era of Augustus Ë 

In turn, J.-Y. Empereur, who has studied the Rhodian amphora workshops 
on the mainland part of the Rhodian peraia, has succeeded in establishing 
precise chronological connections for a number of magistrates and fabricants 
from the mid-3rd century to the beginning of the 2nd century BC, including 
reliable absolute dates for the period in which the ergasteriarchos Hieroteles 
held office E 

In view of these findings, V.I. Kac, working on the basis of a number of 
quite precisely dated Black Sea deposits, has recently succeeded in drawing 
some convincing conclusions concerning the date at which Rhodian stamp- 
ing began, and as a result has managed to construct a sound hypothesis 
concerning the chronology of the first stages of stamping. According to his 
reconstruction, Rhodian stamping began with fabricants’ stamps in the second 
half of the second decade of the 3rd century BC. He dates the early magistrate 
group, 1a, to before the Koroni deposit (280-265 BC), while apart from minor 
adjustments his dating of the subsequent periods of magistrates' stamps is 
close to that proposed by Finkielsztejn H 

Despite these evident successes in the study of Rhodian stamping, partic- 
ularly with regard to the initial stages, further work still needs to be done in 
order to obtain a more precise chronology of the subsequent periods. A recent 
volume by Bórker and Burow on the Pergamon deposi (has made clear the 
importance of a careful re-examination of primary sources. 

Whereas Rhodian ceramic epigraphy has been studied in detail, no special 
analysis has been made of the changing morphology of the Rhodian amphoras 
from the 4th to the 1st century BC, although descriptions of particular groups 
have been published, and recently a brief overall scheme was established to 
demonstrate the basic morphological development of the Rhodian vessels 4 
In addition we now have a very considerable selection of complete Rhodian 
amphoras, which allows us to add further nuances to our existing understand- 
ing of the changing forms and standards of the vessels produced in Rhodos 
from the end of the 4th century to the 2nd century BC. 

In my opinion, two basic types of Rhodian amphoras were produced 
throughout the late Classical and Hellenistic period, and they can most con- 
veniently be classified in straightforward morphological terms as long-necked 
(Type 1) and short-necked (Type 2) respectively. 

Type 1 most probably appeared in the late 4th century BC and for a cer- 
tain time coexisted with Type 2, but by the end of the first quarter of the 3rd 
century, at the very latest, it had become the only type to be produced on 
Rhodos, and continued to develop steadily for a period of just over two cen- 
turies. During this period it was repeatedly modified, partially changing its 
morphological characteristics, which allows us to sub-divide this type into 
six successive variants: 
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- Variant I-A (Kyrenia); 

- Variant I-B (Koroni); 

- Variant I-C (Myrmekion); 

- Variant I-D (Pietroiu); 

- Variant I-E (Villanova) with two series: early (I-E-1) and late (I-E-2); 
- Variant I-F (Alexandrian). 


The short-necked Type-2 amphora (also known as the Benachi type) emerged 
early in the first third of the 3rd century BC. Its principal characteristics are 
the generally squat shape that results from its short neck, and the special 
"beak-shaped" form of its rim. Because few examples of this type have been 
found, and because production of Type-2 amphoras was short-lived, it has 
up to now not been possible to identify different variants within it. 


The Kyrenia variant (I-A) (named after the shipwreck deposit at Kyrenia on 
Cyprus/4 where such jars were first found) may be regarded as the earliest of 
the Type-1 variants. I know of only a few published examples. One amphora 
measuring 92 cm in height that was found in the shipwreck in Kyrenia has 
been described by M. Katzev (Fig. 1.1) Mt has a massive mushroom-shaped 
rim and a peg toe with a conical depression in its base. An amphora of similar 
shape, but with a more massive toe, was discovered by chance in the bay of 
Fos (Fig. 1.2) [4 Both vessels are unstamped, and it is therefore almost impos- 
sible to synchronise them reliably; however, the shipwreck deposit at Kyrenia 
has traditionally been dated to roughly the last quarter of the 4th century. 

The Black Sea material may shed light on the chronology of the Kyrenia 
variant, for although it has not so far yielded any intact specimens, substantial 
fragments have been found. In addition there is reason to believe that it was 
precisely the Kyrenia amphoras that bore the circular or rectangular stamps 
of the fabricant Timarchos. The circular stamps with a two-line legend TI| 
MAP were identified in the deposit from the Zelenskoj barrow at Nym- 
phaion {8 at the settlement of Elizavetovskoe (Fig. 1.3) Hon the farmstead near 
the Eupatoria Lai and at the “Litvinenko estate” settlement in the 
Dnieper region. The neck of an amphora of this kind, with an overhanging 
rim and the stamp of the same die with the name of Timarchos on the handle 
is preserved in the museum at Kerch El The context of the finds, above all at 
Elizavetovskoe (in the so-called "second етрогіоп”), at the Zelenskoj burial 
mound, and on the farmstead near the Eupatoria lighthouse, provide indirect 
support for dating the circular stamps of Timarchos to the early 3rd century 
(most probably to the second half of the second decade) 3 The rectangular 
stamps of the same fabricant (with the one-line legend ТІМАРХОҮ} are 
approximately synchronous, although they may be a little older. At all events, 
the well-known find from the fill of the Chertomlyk barrow can hardly be 
dated to the time of the burial (the 330s ВС) but probably relates to the lat- 
est burial feast at the beginning of the 3rd century. 
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Fig. 1. Rhodian long-necked amphoras of types I-A (nos. 1-3) and I-B (nos. 4-6) from: 1) 
the Kyrenia wreck (after Empereur & Hesnard 1987); 2) the bay of Fos (after Sciallano 
& Sibella 1991); 3) Elizavetovskoe settlement (EG-79/ XIV-422); 4) the Koroni peninsula 
(after Grace 1963; eponym Chrysostratos); 5) excavations in Thasos (after Grandjean 
1992; eponym Mentaios); 6) Chersonesos of Strabo (after Sceglov 2001). 
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The Koroni variant (I-B) replaced the Kyrenia variant during the 270s- 
60s BC at the latest. These amphoras are significantly smaller in height; the 
mushroom-shaped rim is replaced with a high, overhanging rim, and the toe, 
while still peg-like in form, no longer has the characteristic depression in the 
base. The amphora from Koroni, which has been repeatedly described, has 
two stamps on the handles, one of which contains, in abbreviated form, the 
name of the eponym 2. while the other bears an illegible name 
of the fabricant (Fig. 1.4) РЯ This vessel is dated (for historical reasons) to the 
time of the Chremonidean war (267-262/261 ВС) 

An unstamped amphora from room 52 at the Elizavetovskoe settlement 
(Fig. 2.1), dating from the 270/260s BC, displays similar morphological char- 
acteristics The body of the jar from Elizavetovskoe has softer lines and 
is probably a slightly enlarged version of the denomination of eight Attic 
choes (26.26 litres compared to the vessel from Koroni (seven choes?). The 
upper part of a Koroni amphora, with an overhanging rim and no stamp on 
the handles, was identified in the collection found in the trench of 1967 on 
the isthmus of the Mayachny peninsula (Fig. 1.6) £4 and another fragmen- 
tary amphora with the same overhanging rim and with handles bearing the 
circular stamps of the Group-1 eponym Mentaios and of the fabricant Kal- 
likles (Fig. 1.5) 1 was recently found on Thasos in the area of the Silen Gate. 
According to Kac’ latest calculations, Mentaios must have held office in the 
260s ВС/Я A further intact Koroni-type amphora from the same period is 
preserved at the museum of Rhodos and has on its handles the rectangular 
stamp of the Group-1 eponym Aretakles, together with that of the fabricant 
Demetrios (Fig. 2.2) As in the case of the vessel from Elizavetovskoe, its 
actual capacity (27.54 litres) probably corresponds to the denomination of 
eight Attic choes. The rim of this amphora is Беак-вһаре4 2 like that of the jar 
from Koroni, although it is not as massive. However, it has one new mor- 
phological detail: a toe with an applied flange, which would later become a 
feature of the Pietroiu variant. 

What I.B. BraSinskij has termed the Myrmekion amphoras (Variant I-C), 
are distinguished from the Kyrenia and Koroni-type vessels by the more 
flowing lines of the body, particularly in the area between the neck and the 
shoulders; by the rolled rim and, very often, a cylindrical toe rounded at the 
bottom. One of the first examples of this type was found at Myrmekion. The 
amphora probably belongs to the same denomination of eight Attic choes as 
the preceding types of vessel. One of the handles has a rectangular stamp of 


Fig. 2. Rhodian long-necked amphoras of types I-B (nos. 1-2), I-C (nos. 3-4) and I-D (nos. 
5-6) from: 1) Elizavetovskoe settlement, room 52; 2) Rhodos (after Grace 1986; eponym 
Aretakles); 3) Myrmekion (after Zin’ko 2003); 4) Rhodos (after Grace 1963; eponym 
Lysandros, fabricant Sotas I); 5-6) Pietroiu (after Museteanu, Conovici & Anastasiu 


1978; eponyms Polykles, Timostratos and Agestratos). 
=> 
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the fabricant Axios This amphora was initially dated to the middle of the 3rd 
century BC Pi but given that stamps of the same fabricant have been found at 
the settlement of GruSevskoe, it is evident that the jar should in fact be dated 
to the end of the 250s or the 240s ВС. However, production of amphoras of 
this type began significantly earlier, as can be seen from the recent discovery 
at the Myrmekion necropolis of an unstamped vessel that differs from the first 
find in only one detail - its toe has a pronounced peg-like form, resembling 
that found in the Koroni variant (Fig. 2.3) 84 The context of the find allows a 
date around the first third of the 3rd century BC. 

In only one instance had the Myrmekion amphora been found with a 
peg toe; most often the toes in this variant are cylindrical. Thus cylindrical 
toes are found on an unstamped jar in the museum at Nesebut and on ап 
amphora from the excavations at Rhodos (Fig. 2.4). In the latter case one of 
the handles bears the stamp of the fabricant Sotas I, combined with a mono- 
gram, while the second handle bears the name of Lysandros, a magistrate of 
Group 1. Virginia Grace was inclined to date this amphora to the end of the 
4th century but according to the recent Finkielsztejn's chronology, it prob- 
ably dates from the 260s ВСЕ Altogether, the available material permits us 
to limit the period in which the Myrmekion variant was manufactured to 
between the 280s and the 240s BC. 

The Pietroiu variant (I-D), coming from the extremely interesting pit-of-1975 
deposit at Pietroiu in Romania (Fig. 2.5-6), occupies a special place among 
the Type-1 amphoras. On this type one of the handles bears the stamp of 
the fabricant Hieroteles, while the second bears the rectangular or circular 
eponym stamps of the sub-group 1b: Polykles, Timostratos and Agestratos 4 
which according to Finkielsztejn’s scheme date them to the late 250s and the 
first half of the 240s BCH In terms of proportions, the main morphological 
features of the Pietroiu jars resemble those of the Myrmekion variant. The 
only exception is the special form of toe, the so-called Knidian type (with an 
applied flange) that we have already encountered on the Koroni amphora in 
the Museum of Rhodos (see Fig. 2.2). The evidence suggests that this was a 
local feature: it can also be observed on amphoras produced in the part of the 
Rhodian peraia which bordered on the territory of Knidos. It is quite possible 
that such vessels were manufactured by potters of Knidian origin, and to the 
buyer such a distinctive morphological detail as the Knidian-type toe would 
be an indication that the vessel contained the mainland rather than the island 
variety of Rhodian wine. 

Examples of the Pietroiu type are extremely rare: apart from the above- 
mentioned finds I know of only one other fragmentary amphora (with no 
neck or toe) found in the trench of 1967 on the Mayachny peninsula, which I 
provisionally dated to the third quarter of the 3rd century BCHa dating that I 
still consider valid Іл general, however, it should be noted that the Pietroiu 
variant does not represent a stage in the development of Rhodian amphora 
manufacture, but rather a local series of the Myrmekion variant. 
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The further evolution of the Туре-1 Rhodian vessel continues through the 
Villanova variant (I-E), which represents a natural continuation of the Myrme- 
kion variant. There is no doubt as to the morphological continuity between 
the two variants, since the basic proportions and the standard remain the 
same. The innovative features in the Villanova variant are as follows: the neck 
becomes somewhat narrower and longer, the transition between neck and 
shoulders becomes more distinct, and the toe is shorter and more distinctly 
formed. From the end of the second quarter of the 3rd century until the end 
of the 2nd century these morphological characteristics are fairly uniform. 
Nevertheless, thanks to stamped examples and certain secondary details in 
the profile it is possible to distinguish two successive series of ceramic vessels 
within the Villanova variant. 

The early series (I-E-1) is characterised by such features as the smooth curve 
of the handle and a somewhat conical toe with a pronounced edge ridge in the 
upper part. Amphoras with stamps from the first half of the 2nd chronolog- 
ical group, dating from after c. 235 BC, can be considered part of this series. 
They include amphora no. SS 370 from the Athenian Agora (Fig. 3.1), which 
Grace initially dated to around 275[:d and subsequently to the 240s BC. Its 
denomination is the same as that of the Myrmekion variant: eight Attic choes. 
On its surviving handle is a circular fabricant stamp with the name Zenon 
around the emblem of a flower. It is possible that there was a magistrate’s 
stamp on the second handle, which has not survived Й However, we know 
of the existence of some (albeit extremely rare) unstamped examples of such 
amphoras, such as the vessel from grave 1/1987 at the Starokorsunskaja 
burial site (Fig. 3.2) To this early series belong the jar from the Hótel de 
Soleil deposit, which bears the stamp of Pausanias I, a magistrate from the 
very beginning of Group 2 (Fig. 3.3), who is now believed to have held office 
in the late 230s-20s ВС and an amphora from the Anapa Museum bearing 
illegible stamps (Fig. 3.4) 2 АП the vessels mentioned are smaller versions 
of the Agora jar and equal seven Attic choes (22.98 litres). Amphoras of an 
earlier series, bearing the stamps of the eponym Kallikratidas I, can be dated 
to approximately the same time. One such vessel comes from grave 2/1991 
of the Eastern necropolis at the Starokorsunskaja settlement по. 2 (Fig. 3.6) 1 
and the second from grave 13/1992 (Fig. 3.5) from the same burial site £4 The 
last two amphoras are the full size jars, equalling eight choes. 

Altogether, as can be seen from the illustrations, the most distinctive feat- 
ures of the early series I-E-1 of the Villanova variant are the smooth curve of 
the handles (which is also typical of the earlier variants) and the small conical 
toe. Judging from the materials available to us today, the significance of the 
first feature, which Grace identified as one of the most characteristic features 
of Rhodian vessels up until c. 240 BC, cannot be doubted, although it is pos- 
sible that the date at which production ended should be set a little later. 

The above-mentioned morphological features suggest that a small amphora 
from Gorgippia, with a capacity of just over four litres (Fig. 6.3), also belongs 
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to the early series of the Villanova variant. The intended capacity of this frac- 
tion was most probably one chous (3.283 litres) Fl The small rectangular stamps 
with indistinct emblems on both double-barrelled handles do not provide 
sufficient evidence to date the vessel. However, the conical profile of the toe, 
which was typical of the early series, suggests that it was produced at the end 
of the third or beginning of the last quarter of the 3rd century BC. 

The late series (I-E-2) of the Villanova variant displays the same basic 
morphological features and dimensions, and is distinguished only by certain 
details in the profile of the toe and handles. The handles are always bent at 
a sharp angle, and the toe is larger, with clearly defined edges, and in pro- 
file appears not so much conical as cylindrical or concave. The series І-Е-2 
includes several amphoras found on Rhodos (Fig. 4.2; circular stamp of the 
Group-2 eponym Тһепрһапев) аһа іп grave 2/1991 at the Starokorsunskaja 
necropolis (Fig. 4.1; circular stamp of the Group-3 eponym Aristeidas) El The 
best examples come from the Villanova deposit24 where we can see the stamps 
of eponyms Simylinos IL, Archokrates II, Hieron I, Kratidas, Xenophon, Pra- 
tophanes and Timasagoras, among whom Simylinos belongs to Group 2, and 
all the others to Group 3. Traditionally this deposit has been dated to the time 
of the Pergamon deposit. 

An amphora of the late series, bearing the stamp of the eponym Thestor 
from the first decade of the 2nd century BC, comes from the Komos Cistern 
in AthensE] The magistrate Ainesidamos II, whose stamp is found on an 
amphora in a private collection on Cyprus (Fig. 4.3), appears to have held 
office at the beginning of this century £3 Fractional (?) vessels equaling seven 
Attic clioes from graves 237 and 178 at Tanais bear the stamps of magistrates 
Archilaidas and Xenophantos (Figs. 5.2-3), and can be dated to the second 
quarter of the 2nd century Bl The same applies to a fractional amphora of 3.5 
choes bearing the stamp of the magistrate Aristodamos II that was found in 
grave 261 at the Tanais necropolis (Fig. 5.4) bd 

Amphoras of the eponyms Klenostratos (Fig. 6.2) and Antilochos II (Fig. 6.1) 
from graves 8/1994 and 44/1995 at the Western Necropolis of settlement no. 
2in Starokorsunskajdl are somewhat older, dating according to the latest 
chronology to the second half of the 2nd century. A number of other north- 
ern Black Sea finds can be dated more approximately to the 2nd century. In 
particular, we know of amphoras of this type from the excavations at Cher- 
sonesos (Fig. 4.4), from Kuban (Figs. 4.5 and 5.5) and from Olbia (Fig. 51) El 
Because their stamps are illegible, however, it is impossible to establish more 
precise chronological connections for these vessels. 


Fig. 3. Rhodian long-necked amphoras of type I-E-1 from: 1) Athens, 55370 (after 
Grace 1963; fabricant Zenon); 2) Starokorsunskaja necropolis (grave 1/1987); 3) Hótel 
de Soleil deposit (after Wallace Matheson & Wallace 1982; eponym Pausanias I); 4) 
the Anapa Museum; 5-6) Starokorsunskaja necropolis (graves 13/1992 and 2/1991; 
eponym Kallikratidas I). -> 
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Smaller fractions of the late series of the Villanova variant can be dated 
to the second half of the 2nd century, and there are two more such fractions. 
Thus, two unstamped four-litre amphoras (equivalent to one chous) are pre- 
served at the Hermitage (Fig. 6.4) and a small mini-amphora measuring 1.75 
litres (1/2 chous) comes from the excavations at Chersonesos (Fig. 65 B The 
latter's handle bears a rectangular stamp with a dot at the centre. The upper 
part of a similar amphora was found at the settlement of Bol'$oj Kastel’, but 
in this case the handles bear anepigraphic stamps with the head of Helios 3 
A further complete amphora of the same kind comes from layer E! at Scyth- 
ian Neapolis, dating from the time of the fire in the 130s BC. 

As can be seen, the Rhodian jars from the first half of the second century 
do not differ greatly from those produced in the second half of the preceding 
century. It is only towards the last quarter of the 2nd century BC that one 
can observe major changes in the morphology of the vessels: the slope of the 
shoulders becomes more gentle and the toe is shaped very roughly. Later 
on, this tendency becomes more and more distinct, which gives grounds for 
distinguishing a particular Alexandrian variant (I-F) within the first type of 
Rhodian vessels, named after the best-known find of this type. This amphora 
is preserved in the Graeco-Roman museum in Alexandria, and bears on its 
handles the stamps of the Group-5 eponym Thersandros and of the fabricant 
Timaratos (Fig. 7.1). Empereur and Hesnard, who published the jar, place 
this magistrate around 146 ВСЁ] An amphora from an unnumbered grave 
at the Tanais (Fig. 7.2) apparently dates from somewhat later, since it bears 
the stamp of Aristeidas III, an eponym of Group 5 (from the last quarter or 
even the very end of the 2nd century BC) El Judging from the Tanais jar, the 
capacity of which is over 27 litres, the standard dimension must by then again 
have been increased to eight Attic choes. 

In addition to the above-mentioned vessels, to the second half of the 2nd 
century can also be ascribed a fragmentary amphora from the "Cholmskoe" 
burial ground in the Odessa region, which bears the stamp of Gorgon, an 
eponym of Group 4 (Fig. 7.3) а chance-find amphora from the necropolis 
at the Lenin khutor in the Kuban area (Fig. 8.2) апа one more vessel from 
grave 7 in the Western Necropolis of settlement no. 2 at Starokorsunskaja, 
which bears the eponym stamp of Nikomachos (Fig. 8.1) 13 We also know of 
examples of fractional amphoras of the Alexandrian variant, one of which 
(apparently from the second half of the 2nd century) was found in barrow 
¿O near the village of Petuchovka in the district of Olbia (Fig. 7 AJE3lLater 
amphoras of the first quarter of the 1st century BC come from the Antikythera 


Fig. 4. Rhodian long-necked amphoras of type I-E-2 from: 1) Starokorsunskaja necropo- 
lis (grave 2/1991; eponym Aristeidas II); 2) Oikodopy Палоуворүоо “А@ккос”, Rhodos 
(after Wallace Matheson & Wallace 1982; eponym Theuphanes); 3) Cyprus, private 
collection (after Empereur & Hesnard 1987; eponym Ainesidamos II); 4) Chersonesos, 
57/37102 (eponym Eudamos?); 5) Starokorsunskaja necropolis, 1938. — 
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Fig. 5. Rhodian long-necked amphoras of type І-Е-2 from: 1) Olbia; 2-4) necropolis of 
Tanais (2: grave 237; 3: grave 178; 4: grave 261; eponyms Archilaidas, Xenophantos, 
Aristodamos); 5) Starokorsunskaja necropolis, 2002. 
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Fig. 6. Rhodian long-necked amphoras of type I-E-2 from: 1-2) Starokorsunskaja 
necropolis (1: grave 44/1995; 2: grave 8/1994; eponyms Antilochos and Klenostratos); 


3) Gorgippia; 4) the Hermitage Museum; 5) Chersonesos. 
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Fig. 7. Rhodian long-necked amphoras of type I-F from: 1) Alexandria (after Empereur 


& Hesnard 1987; eponym Thersandros); 2) necropolis of Tanais (eponym Aristeidas 


Ш); 3) Cholmskoe burial site (eponym Gorgon); 4) tumulus ,O near Petuchovka (after 
Ebert 1913). 
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Fig. 8. Rhodianlong-necked amphoras of type I-F from: 1) Starokorsunskaja necropolis 
(grave 7/1994; eponym Nikomachos); 2) Lenin khutor; З) Antikythera shipwreck (after 
Empereur & Hesnard 1987). 
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wreck (Fig. 8.3) E It is possible that this form lasted to the end of the magis- 
trate stamping around 30 BC. The handles of the amphora become curved 
and distinctly raised, and the toes are cruder. Later on, in the period of the 
Principate and the Empire, Rhodian amphoras would continue to evolve in 
this direction. However, the morphology during these later periods lies out- 
side the scope of the present study. 

Amphoras of Type 2 (or the Benachi type, with short necks) have several 
morphological features that are somewhat unusual for Rhodos: a wide pithoid 
body, a high beak-like rim and a peg toe. The diagnostic parts of the Benachi 
type in fact follow the lines characteristic of the Kyrenia variant, but the pro- 
file of the body is quite different. Unfortunately, only isolated examples of the 
Benachi-type vessel have been found, and for this reason it is difficult to estab- 
lish the date at which it emerged. It is noteworthy that Virginia Grace initially 
dated the amphora from the Benachi collection, which for a long time was a 
unique example of its kind and the only one described, to the end of the 4th 
century BC“ despite the fact that it bore the retrograde stamps of the Group-1 
eponym Polyaratos, and of the fabricant Mikythos (Fig. 9.1). Recently, how- 
ever, in connection with the revision of Rhodian chronology, it was coment 
re-dated to the end of the first quarter of the 3rd century (around 275 ВС). 

Today still other finds have come to light. Several fragmented and, unfor- 
tunately, unstamped amphoras were found in the deposits from area “B” of 
the settlement of Kozyrka II, the monumental building U6 (Fig. 9.2] and 
complex Ult Panskoe I. The archeological context suggests that these date 
from the first quarter of the 3rd century BC, probably from the 270s BC. A 
small fragment of the neck of a Rhodian amphora, bearing on its handle the 
stamp of an early fabricant, Sotas I, preserved in the collection of the Anapa 
museum (Fig. 9.3) should also be regarded as one of the Benachi type. The 
rim of this fragment is more massive than that of the amphora in the Bena- 
chi collection, and the Sotas stamp gives grounds for dating this example to 
the 280s-70s. A further fragment of a neck with the stamp API | ХТІ on the 
handle comes from the settlement of Elizavetovskoe (Fig. 9.4) Bd the most 
recent layers of which (or rather - the layers from the late Greek emporion on 
this territory) date to the 2605 An intact amphora from the Kazanlyk barrow 
(Fig. 9.5) E known to me only from the published description, should also be 
included in the Benachi type. Judging by its dimensions, it represents a frac- 
tion of the denomination of the jars from Alexandria and Panskoe I. Thus it 
appears that the production of the Benachi type was relatively short-lived, 
being confined to roughly the first third of the 3rd century BC, after which 
production ceased, and a long-lasting tradition of manufacturing only the 
Type-I vessels was established on Rhodos. 

The manufacture of Rhodian amphoras appears to have followed the same 
norms and tendencies observed at a number of other centres. During the 
initial stages of mass amphora production several morphological traditions 
co-existed: thus at a certain stage in the first third of the 3rd century BC two 
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Fig. 9. Rhodian short-necked amphoras of type II from: 1) Benachi collection (after 
Grace 1963 and Empereur & Hesnard 1987; eponym Polyaratos); 2) building U6 at Pan- 
skoe I; З) the Anapa Museum (fabricant Sotas); 4) Elizavetovskoe (fabricant Aristi( )); 
5) Kazanlyk barrow (after a photograph). 
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types of amphoras, which we have designated Type 1 (with the long neck) 
and Type 2 (with the short neck), were produced simultaneously. At the same 
time, several smaller versions of both types were also produced. 

At the end of the second quarter of the 3rd century BC one model (Type 1) 
triumphed and became not only the basic but the only type produced, so that 
for over two centuries afterwards Rhodian amphora production was oriented 
exclusively towards this type of vessel. Indeed, the standard model was gradu- 
ally modified and changed. However, these changes affected only the second- 
ary details (the profile of the rim, shoulders, handles, toe etc.), which makes it 
relatively easy to follow the development of the various forms. It appears that 
the production of amphoras peaked at around the second half of the 3rd century 
and the first half of the 2nd century BC, coinciding with the emergence of the 
Villanova variant, a hypothesis that is well-attested by the stamps. 

Unfortunately, we cannot get a clear idea of the dynamics and evolution 
of the types and standards of the Rhodian amphoras in all instances. In par- 
ticular, we do not have any data on the capacity of the Kyrenia (variant I-A) 
amphoras or of the Type-2 (Benachi) vessels. However, the facts known to us 
can be roughly outlined in the following table: 


Table 1. 
Type Variant, Standard Capacity, | Dating, 
series denomination | litres BC 
or fractions, 
Attic choes 
I-A no data no data Late 4th - early 3rd 
Kyrenia cent. 
I-B 8 26,26 2nd quarter of the 3rd 
Koroni 7 19,70 cent. 
ІС 8 26,26 2nd quarter - middle 
Mykmekion of the 3rd cent. 
I-D 8 26,26 2nd quarter - middle 
I Pietroiu of the 3rd cent. 
‘long-necked’ : 

I-E 8 26,26 Middle - 2nd half of 
Villanova, 1 3,28 the 3rd cent. 
early series I-E-1 
I-E 2. 22,98 Late 3rd - 2nd cent. 
Villanova, 1 3,28 
late series I-E-2 0,5 1,64 
I-F 8 26,26 2nd half of the 2nd 
Alexandrian 6 (?) 19,70 - 1st cent. 
II no data no data 1st third of the 3rd 

"short-necked" (Benachi) cent. 
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Table 2. Metric characteristics of the Rhodian amphoras. The capacities are measured with 
water or grain; those marked with an asterisk (*) are calculated on the basis of drawings 
made on the scale 1:1. 


Findspot/Pres- Dimensions, mm Capac- Stamps Fig. 
ent location ity, 
H H, Н, H; D d litres 
Typ 1 (long-necked) 
Variant I-A (Kyrenia) 
Kyrenia ship- | 939 | ~g30 | ~400 | 280 | 360 | = 14 
wreck 
Golfe de Fos ~980 | ~880 | ~495 | 290 | 375 - - 1.2 
Typ 1 (long-necked) 
Variant I-B (Koroni) 
Attica, Koroni ~770 | 725 | ~345 | -250 | 395 _ _ 2. 14 
Thasos, Silen : 
Gate ma, 84 - - - 230 - 108 - Mentaios, ep. 1.5 
Elizavetovskoe, | _ 7 x 
room 52/1986 730 | ~665 | 315 | 185 | 380 | 98 | 28,18 241 
Rhodos, A419 796 - 370 | 260 | 357 - 27,54 | Aretakles, ep. 22 
Typ 1 (long-necked) 
Variant I-C (Myrmekion) 
Myrmekion 705 | 660 | 325 | 200 | 360 | 95 - Axios, fab. 2.3 
Rhodos, ВЕ-1342 | 768 | 710 | 340 | 210 | 380 | 100 - Lysandros, ep. 24 
Typ 1 (long-necked) 
Variant I-D (Pietroiu) 
Pietroiu, 15107 738 | 660 | 310 | 215 | 380 | 98 28,50 |Polykles, ep. 2.5 
Pietroiu, 15106 720 | 665 | 320 | 225 | 410 | 90 26,00 | Timostratos, ep. | 2.6 
NPTCh, 9/36683 | - - - - 360 - - 
Typ 1 (long-necked) 
Variant I-E (Villanova), Series I-E-1 (early) 
Athens, $5370 757 | 710 | 350 | 230 | 367 27,00 |Kallikratidas, ер. 3.1 
KubU, grave 
1/1987 Staro- 755 | 690 | 340 | 240 | 360 | 95 | 24,64* 3.2 
kors. necropolis 
KubU, grave 
1/1987 Staro- 772 | 716 | 355 | 235 | 358 | 96 | 25,13* |Pausanias, ep. 
kors. necropolis 
2. Mus, | вор | 737 | 360 | 235 | 358 | 100 | 24,20 |Pausanias,ep. | 33 
AAM, 9228 745 | 676 | 335 | 220 | 358 | 100 | 26,00* 3.4 
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KM, 

grave 13/1992 
Starokors. 
necropolis 


700 


365 | 240 


365 


100 


26,00* 


Kallikratidas, ep. 


3.5 


KM, 

grave 2/1991 
Starokors. 
necropolis 


778 


725 


345 | 220 


370 


100 


Kallikratidas, ep. 


3.6 


AAM, 10933/70, 
Gorgippia, 1978 


473 


235 


255 | 170 


195 


33 


6.3 


Variant I-E (Villano 


Typ 1 (long-necked) 
va), Series I-E- 


KM, grave 
2/1991 Staro- 
kors. necropolis 


728 | 370 | 235 


358 


95 


Aristeidas, ep. 


4.1 


Athens, 559991 


356 


Thestor, ep. 


Rhodos, A-33 


352 


96 


Theuphanes, ep. 


4.2 


Cyprus, private 
coll. 


~385 


Ainesidamos, 
ep. 


4.3 


NPTCh, 
57/37102. 


360 


Eudamos, ep.? 


4.4 


KM, chance find 
of 1938 near 
Starokorsuns- 
kaja 


714 | 350 | 230 


350 


96 


25,71* 


illegible 


4.5 


APO, O-73/140 


800 


734 | 365 | 230 


344 


94 


Amyntas, ep. 


51 


RM, 11140, 
grave 237 from 
Tanais 


798 


735 | 370 | 260 


345 


103 


Archilaidas, ep. 


52 


RM, 11134, 
grave 178 from 
Tanais 


805 


743 | 390 | 225 


355 


99 


Xenophantos, 
ep. 


53 


RM, 11141, 
grave 261 from 
Tanais 


618 


576 


300 | 190 


270 


88 


Aristodamos, ep. 


54 


KM, 2002 
Starokors. 
necropolis 


832 


758 | 460 | 254 


344 


114 


illegible 


5.5 


KM, 

grave 44/1995 
Starokors. 
necropolis 


826 


768 | 460 | 235 


344 


90 


Antilochos, ep. 


6.1 
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KM, 
аен а 810 | 758 | 400 | 226 | 340 | 94 - |Klenostratos, ep. | 62 
Starokors. 
necropolis 
Nicosia Museum | 785 | 735 | 390 | 250 | 336 | 110 | 2400 | Archilaidas, ep. 
NPTCh, KP-269 - - 365 | 255 | 365 | 94 | 26,20* | illegible 
Rhodos УШа- | 45, | .. | 360 | . | 352 | 110 | 2665 |Kratidas, ep. 
nova deposit 
SHM, B.7268 480 | 450 | 255 | 190 | 177 | 33 3,90 6.4 
NPTCh, Square with a 
137/37050 358 | 315 | 190 | 115 | 146 | 28 1,75 pellet 6.5 
Typ 1 (long-necked) 
Variant I-F (Alexandrian) 
Alexandria, 
21703 840 770 - - 360 - - Тһегвапагов, ер.| 71 
RM, unnum- 
bered grave 840 | 775 | 350 | 230 | 336 92 27,23* | Aristeidas, ep. 72 
from Tanais 
OAM, tumulus 1 
жаат Наза - - - 245 - 100 - Gorgon, ep. 7.3 
Tu 448 | 410 | 285 | 170 | 181 | - = 7А 
near Petuchovka 
KM, 
ауе ae 834 | 760 | 460 | 235 | 342 | 92 -  |Nikomachos,ep.| 81 
Starokors. 
necropolis 
КМ, P ш 856 | 785 | 450 | 300 | 338 | 91 | 2524* | illegible 8.2 
Lenin khutor 
Апікућеа ~g00 | ~750| - | - |~a30) - | - 83 
wreck 
Typ 2 (Benachi or short-necked) 
Alexandria 
Museum, Bena- | 663 | 600 | 300 | 170 | 390 - - Polyaratos, ep. 9.1 
chi Coll. 
Panskoe U6/13, 7 = Ж 
find list 8/14 - 645 | ~320 | ~160 | 420 - - 9:2 
Panskoe U6/14, 
find list 7/3 - - 350 | 170 | 448 | 120 - 
Kazanlyk bar- 543 _ _ _ 305 _ _ 95 


TOW 
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Abbreviations to the table 


AAM - Тһе Anapa Archaeological Museum 
APO — The Archaeological Preserve "Olbia", Parutino 
NPTCh — National Preserve “Taurian Chersonesos”, Sevastopol 
SHM - Тһе State Hermitage Museum, St Petersburg 
KM — The Kuban Museum, Krasnodar 
KubU - Kuban State University 
OAM - Тһе Odessa Archaeological Museum 
RM — The Rostov Museum 
SarU — Saratov State University 
Notes 
1 Dupont 1982, 208. 
2 Grakov 1939a, 28. 
3 Grace 1952, 514, 525; Grace 1953; Grace 1956; Grace 1963. 
4 Grace & Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, 286. 
5 See also contributions by Rotroff and Lawall in this volume. 
6 Badal'janc 1987; Badal’janc 1989, 229; Badal'janc 2000; Badal'janc 1999, 247-253. 
7 For the criticism of Ju.S. Badal’janc’s view, see Кас 2002a; Кас 2002b; Кас 2003b. 


At the same time, Badal'janc is right in stating that the fabricant stamping in 
Rhodos occurs before the magisterial. However, according to his chronological 
scheme, Group 10 of the fabricant stamps falls into the third quarter of the 4th 
century BC (Badal'janc 1980, 6; Badal'janc 1999, 250), which certainly is dating it 
too early. 

Grace 1974, 194-195. 

Finkielsztejn 1995, 279-296; Finkielsztejn 2001; Ariel & Finkielsztejn 2003, 139. 
Empereur & Hesnard 1987, 58-61; Empereur 1988; Empereur & Tuna 1989; 
Empereur, Hesse & Tuna 1999. 

Kac 2003b, 156-167. 

Bórker & Burow 1998. 

Empereur & Hesnard 1987, 58-61, pls. 2 and 3; Sciallano & Sibella 1991, 93-94. 
For the capacities of the Rhodian amphoras, see Wallace Matheson & Wallace 
1982; Wallace 1986. 

Katzev 1970b. 

Katzev 1970b. Along with the first publication, the drawing of this jar can also 
be found in Empereur & Hesnard 1987, 18, 58, pl. 2, no. 7 and Sciallano & Sibella 
1991, 89. 

Sciallano & Sibella 1991, 89 (photo and drawing). 

Monachov 1999a, 477, pl. 205.9. 

Badal'janc 1978, 214, no. 60. 

BraSinskij 1980, 200, no. 769. One more stamp of the same die, which is not listed 
by BraSinskij, is preserved at the Rostov Museum (inv. no. 5127/190) and origi- 
nates from excavations of 1979. 

Kolesnikov 1985b, 78, fig. 4, no. 162. 

The Cherson Museum, inv. no. A-6487. 


22 


23 
24 
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The Kerch Museum, inv. no. K-8869 (following the old numeration). I owe the 
information about this neck fragment with a stamp on the handle to V.I. Kac. 
The find-spot is unknown. The Museum possesses one more amphora handle 
stamped with the same die (inv. no. 9489). 

Kac 2003b, 157-158, tab. 1. 

One should mention, however, that there is a representative group of non- 
Rhodian rectangular stamps with the name of Timarchos in one line, which 
appear on handles of the so-called Kolchian amphoras made of a coarse brown 
clay. See Vinogradov & Onajko 1975, 88, fig. 6 (photo of a stamp); Cecchladze 
1992, 105-106, fig. 8, no. 1. Several stamps of this kind are registered in IOSPE 
III, nos. 2292-2296. One more fragment of the typical Kolchian amphora with 
Timarchos was found in Porthmion in 1990 (find list 239). It is evident that the 
Kolchian stamps with Timarchos belong to the much later period: the second 
half of the 3rd-the 2nd century BC. 

See Monachov 1999a, 362, pls. 159-161. 

Grace 1963, fig. 1, no. 5; Empereur & Hesnard 1987, 58, pl. 2, no. 9. 

Rotroff 1997b, 31-33. See also her contribution in this volume. 

See Monachov 1999a, 491, pls. 209 and 210. 

A similar amphora neck was found in the workshop in the Rhodian peraia, see 
Empereur & Tuna 1989, 281, fig. 8. 

See Séeglov 2001, 64, 70, fig. 7.16. A.N. S&eglov based on the opinions of V. Grace 
and I.B. Zeest attributed this amphora as the Samian or of the "Ust'-Laba" type. 
He justly notes that my publication of this deposit (Monachov 1999a, 551, pl. 232) 
does not take into account all the material found there, including the above-men- 
tioned upper part of the Rhodian (!) amphora. However, I was not able to find 
any report on the rescue excavations of 1967 in the Archives of the Chersonesean 
Preserve. 

Grandjean 1992, 569, fig. 14, no. 84. Stamps EIII | MEN | TAIOY and KAA | 
АТКА | EY. 

Kac 2003b, 156. 

Grace 1986, 564, fig. 5, nos. 23, 27 and 28. Stamps ЕШ | АРЕ | ТАКЛЕҮХ and 
AHMH | TPIOY. 

Similar rims are recorded from the settlement of Elizavetovskoe. See Brašinskij 
1980, pl. 23, no. 3. 

Gajdukevié 1941, 134, fig. 40. The second handle of the Myrmekian amphora 
must have had an eponym stamp. I cannot prove this, however, since the present 
location of the jar is unknown. 

Bra£inskij 1984a, 119, pl. 25.5. 

Kac 2002b, 252. 

Zin'ko 2008, 171, 173, fig. 5.1. The amphora was accompanied by an unguen- 
tarium. 

Lazarov 1973, 42, pl. 19, no. 195. Found in the sea. 

Grace 1963, 323, fig. 1, no. 6. 

Finkielsztejn 2001, 188. He dates Lysandros about 262 BC. 

The reading of one magistrate name now requires correction - the deposit contains 
the stamp of the Group-Ib magistrate Polykles, not Polykrates, as conjectured in 
editio princeps and accepted uncritically in my publication (see Monachov 1999a, 
533, pls. 224 and 225). I am grateful to V.I. Kac for this correction (stamps of 
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Polykles reading ЕП ТЕРЕ | О> ПОЛ | ҮКЛЕҮХ are recorded іп IOSPE Ш, nos. 
3683-3684). 

Finkielsztejn 2001, 188. On the workshop of Hieroteles, see Empereur & Tuna 
1989; Empereur, Hesse & Tuna 1999, 105-110. 

See Monachov 1999a, 551, pl. 232.3. 

For the criticism of my dating, see Steglov 2001, 64, 70, fig. 7.14. 

Grace 1963, 323, fig. 1, no. 7. 

Grace 1974, 197, note 17. This date is accepted by other scholars: Empereur & 
Hesnard 1987, 60, pl. 3, no. 10; Garlan 2000, fig. 38.b. Both Empereur & Hesnard's 
publication and Garlan's monograph show the amphora as having both handles 
preserved. In fact, one handle of the jar is missing. 

See Monachov 1999a, 547, pl. 229. 

Wallace-Matheson & Wallace 1982, 320, pl. 80.a. Rectangular stamps with a legend 
in two lines: ЕШ ПАҮ | ZANIA and MIKY@OY | AIPIANOY; the date according 
to Finkielsztejn 2001. For more amphora with the stamp of Pausanias, see Ariel 
& Finkielsztejn 2008, 138. 

Inv. no. 9228. The jar was found in the sea in 1975. 

See Monachov 1999a, 548, pl. 230. A correction is needed, in that the deposit 
contained the stamp of Kallikratidas I, not of Kallikratidas II. 

The Kuban Museum, inv. no. 10048/62. Excavations by N.Ju. Limberis. Stamps 
on the handles of this amphora read EIII KA | AAIKP | ATIAA (emblem "head 
of Helios") and APTEMI | ЛОРОХ | GEXMO®O(PIOY). 

The Anapa Archaeological Museum, inv. no. 10933/70. Excavations of 1978. 
Wallace-Matheson & Wallace 1982, 320, pl. 80.b. Circular stamps ЕП ІЕРЕОУ 
ӨЕҮФАМЕҮХ апа KAEIZIMBPOTIAA. 

See Monachov 1999a, 548, pl. 230. Should be dated now to the 160s ВС. 

At greater length, see Monachov 1999a, 540, pl. 227, where, however, I gave too 
early a date for the deposit of Villanova. 

Grace 1979, fig. 62 (the last on the left); Grace 1963, 325, 334, fig. 1, no. 9. 
Empereur & Hesnard1987,60,pl.3,no.11.S5tampsEIII AINHCIAAMO | ПАМАМОС 
and AMYNTA. 

On the deposits from Tanais, see Monachov 1999a, 553, pls. 233-234. Grace dated 
these magistrates to the period 182-176 BC. See Grace 1985, 8, 10. According to 
Finkielsztejn (2001, 192-193) they belong to the 160s and 150s BC. One more 
amphora with the stamp of Archilaidas is preserved at the museum of Nicosia 
on Cyprus, see Grace 1949, 5, pl. 19, no. 5; Grace 1986, 519. 

Arsen'eva 1977, 79; Selov 1975, 40, 107. 

Excavations by N.Ju. Limberis and ІЛ. Maréenko. Stamps ЕШ KAHNO | ZTPATOY 
| IIANAMOY (on the amphora from grave 8) and ЕШ ANTIAOXOY | ПАМАМОҮ 
and MOYZAIOY (on the amphora from grave 44). It is very likely that the first 
magisterial stamp was re-engraved. For the similar stamp, see Selov 1975, 59, no. 
136. Among the datable imports, grave 8 (or 2503 according to the new numera- 
tion) contained a Megarian bowl, see Limberis & Maréenko 2000, 4-6, fig. 4. 
NPTCh, inv. no. 57/37102. Excavations of 1985 by S.G. RyZov. The magisterial 
stamp cannot be reliably read. Most likely it includes the name of Eudamos, the 
official of Group 3 (a suggestion by Ju.S. Badal'janc). NPTCh, KP, no. 269 (chance 
find, the stamp is illegible); APO, find list O-73/140 (with the fabricant stamp of 
Amyntas on the handle preserved); the Kuban’ Museum, no inventory number, 
excavations of 1938 near the village of Starokorsunskaja (the stamps are illeg- 
ible). 
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SHM, inv. nos. B 7268 и 7276. On these amphoras, see Вгаёіпѕкіј 1984a, nos. 22 
and 23. 

NPTCh, inv. no. 137/37050. Excavations of 1982 by S.G. RyZov. 

See Monachov 1999a, 559, pls. 236 and 237. 

Zajcev 1995, 77, 79, 87, fig. 6.22. See also Zajcev’s contribution in this volume. 
Empereur & Hesnard 1987, 60, pl. 60, no. 12. Stamps EIII @EPCAN | APOY | Y 
AKINOIOY and TIMAPATOY to be dated according to Finkielsztejn's 2001 to 
the middle of the 130s BC. 
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Kac 2001, 90. Indeed, this fragment found outside the stratified context may also 
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on the reported dimensions and the photograph. The traditional data of Kazanlyk 
(the late 4th-first quarter of the 3rd century) seems to me a bit too early. 


The Dynamics of Trade in Transport 
Amphoras from Sinope, Thasos and 
Rhodos on the Western Black Sea 
Coast: a Comparative Approach 


Niculae Conovici 


One of the means most employed for dating archaeological complexes in the 
Hellenistic period is provided by the amphoras and the amphora stamps from 
important Greek production centres such as Thasos, Rhodos, Knidos in the 
Aegean, and Herakleia Pontike, Sinope or Chersonesos on the Black Sea. In 
recent decades, the chronologies of the amphora stamps from these centres 
have gained considerably in precision, due to the increased number of closed 
deposits published, and to the efforts of specialists such as V. Grace] Y. Gar- 
lanB M. Debidour JY. Grandjean V.I. KacH S.Ju. Monachov H J.- Y Em ereur f 
E. Doğer Н G. Finkielsztejn Й N.F. Ғейовееу Шала the present author ШЕуеп if 
the absolute chronologies of the different lists of magistrates have yet to be 
documented, the relative chronologies divided into “groups”, “sub-groups”, 
"blocks of names”, "periods", "types" etc. are precise enough to offer a suit- 
able dating for the archaeological assemblages. 

These chronologies were devised independently of each other, although 
the associations of different categories of stamps in the same deposits were 
noted and used. The time is still far off when we will devise "tables of cor- 
respondence" for every year and the annual magistrate names from differ- 
ent amphora exporters. Nevertheless, if we assume that the extant amphora 
stamp chronologies are generally correct, we may try to compare the influx of 
transport amphoras coming from several production centres in order to better 
understand the dynamics of their trade in particular import areas or cities. 
S.Ju. Monachov has successfully published such comparisons on amphoras 
from many closed deposits of the Northern Black Sea areal What we still 
have to study is the evolution in time of the amphora imports from different 
centres in a particular area, according to the chronological sequences currently 
proposed, but we are perfectly aware that this approach is severely limited 
by a number of obstacles. We shall ignore: 
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= 


The total amount of amphoras imported from every centre; 

2. The real content of these amphoras (wine, oil, other merchandise), the 
amphoras’ capacities (the same stamp found on standard and fractional 
amphoras), their prices, the reasons for their importation, the ratio of 
stamped to unstamped amphoras in every centre and its evolution in time, 
the routes followed on their journey, etc! 

3. The economic and political background in the export and import centres 
at a particular moment: that is, the real circumstances which could deter- 
mine the directions of export or a preference for one or another kind of 
merchandise. 

4. The nature of relations between the export and import cities and the other 

merchandise from every production centre that reached the import cen- 

tres. 


So what can we expect to discover from such comparisons? 


First, if we compare the numbet4lof amphora stamps from different “well 
dated” export centres in a particular import city during the same chronolog- 
ical sequences we have the chance to see how the extant chronologies fit each 
other. 

Second, if the chronologies are good, we may establish, even approx- 
imately, the periods when trade increased, diminished or decayed in that 
particular import city and, eventually, to parallel them to the known political 
situation of that city. 

Third, if we assume that the Greek cities served as emporia for merchandise 
to the hinterland and the neighbouring barbarian populations, we may better 
understand the nature of these relations and their evolution in time. 


Our knowledge of the amphoras and amphora stamps from the Greek cities 
of the Western Black Sea coast is uneven. So far, only Istros and Kallatis have 
offered a large number of amphora stamps, which are published or prepared 
for publication. Even for these two centres the amount of entire amphoras 
or amphora fragments published is still very small: in addition we have to 
consider the lack of published closed deposits. The situation looks better for 
the amphora stamps: those from Thasos and Sinopdd are the best studied, 
and the Rhodian ones are under мау For other Greek colonies (Orgame]H 
Tomis H Bizone £4 Dionysopolis 1 Mesambrialand Apollonia&), the number 
of published amphora stamps is rather small. We know some other, larger 
collections of amphora stamps found in the Istrian chora (at Cogeala@land Sar- 
ichioP3, in the Kallatian chora (at Albesti) Blin the necropolis from Muri hiokd 
and in the Getic fortified settlement from Satu Nou - Valea lui Voicu.Ei These 
may be considered “closed deposits”, as their existence was shorter in time. 
In the following, I will try to analyze the dynamics of the presence of Thas- 
ian, Sinopean and Rhodian amphora stamps at Istros, Tomis and Kallatis. 
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THASOS 


For the Thasian stamps at Istros I follow Alexandru Avram’s information and 
statistics J For the eponyms on the old style stamps (“timbres anciens") I fol- 
low the order proposed by Y. Garlan (1999a), and for the new style stamps 
(“timbres récents”) the one proposed by Avram (1996), with the corrections 
made by M. Debidour (1998). The four years difference between the two series 
of stamps (old style and new style) in the two chronologies was eliminated 
by “dating” the second series four years earlier. The total number of stamps 
considered is 810. 

For Tomis and Kallatis we used the information presented by Avram 1996, 
tabs. VI (87 items) and VIII (498 items). 

The relative frequency of the Thasian eponyms was calculated for periods 
of 20 years and for decades. 


Period Istros % (810) | Tomis % (87) Kallatis % (498) 
390-371 4.07 
370-351 6.42 
350-331 21.11 
330-311 33.58 
310-291 8.27 
290-271 18.02 
270-251 6.79 
250-231 1.73 


99.99 100 100 


м 
© 


=—Ф—15їго$ 96 (810) 
& 25 —BiI— Tomis 96 (87) 
20 =f Kallatis 96 (498) 


= 
© 


390-371 370-351 350-331 330-311 310-291 290-271 270-251 250-231 
Periods 


Fig. 1 The relative frequencies of the Thasian eponyms at Istros, Tomis and Kallatis 
by 20 years intervals. 
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Period Istros % (810) Tomis % (87) Kallatis % (498) 
390-381 
380-371 
370-361 
360-351 
350-341 
340-331 
330-321 
320-311 
310-301 
300-291 
290-281 
280-271 
270-261 


260-251 
250-241 
240-231 


== гоз % (810) 
(Tomis % (87) 
=O= Kallatis % (498) 


390- 380- 370- 360- 350- 340- 330- 320- 310- 300- 290- 280- 270- 260- 250- 240- 
381 371 361 351 341 331 321 311 301 291 281 271 261 251 241 231 


Decades 


Fig. 2. The relative frequencies of the Thasian eponyms at Istros, Tomis and Kallatis, 
by decades. 


The distribution graph plotted on the basis of 20 years intervals (Fig. 1) 
shows a similar situation at Istros and Tomis, in spite of the great difference 
in absolute figures (c. 10:1 ratio) between the two cities Ë] The peak for imports 
is up to 33.58% at Istros and 43.68% at Tomis in the interval c. 330-311 BC. 
A somewhat smaller peak can be observed already in the period c. 350-331 
BC, with 21.11% and 22.99% respectively. A third peak falls between c. 290- 
271 BC, with 18.02% and 11.49% respectively. An abrupt drop in imports is 
registered in the interval of c. 310-291 BC (8.2776 and 5.7575). After c. 270 BC, 
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the Thasian import is in decline in both cities, more severely at Istros. Here, 
the import of stamped amphoras starts from the beginning of stamping and 
ends shortly after c. 245 BC. At Tomis, the earliest stamps are from c. 370-351 
BC (2 items, in fact from c. 360 BC, the beginning of Group F1 of the old style 
stamps), and the last ones shortly after c. 240, but the relative frequency is 
about 3 times greater (5.75%) than at Istros (1.98%). 

At Kallatis, the situation is very different. The import of Thasian ampho- 
ras starts here only after c. 355 BC (second part of Group F1 of the old style 
stamps). The volume of imports progressively but slowly increases in the 
second half of the 4th century BC. In the interval c. 310-291 BC, the relative 
frequency is larger (11.85%) than at Istros and Tomis (where we registered 
a drop in the imports). The peak in imports reaches 36.34% between c. 270- 
250 BC, preceded by a somewhat smaller peak (26.91%) between c. 290-271 
BC. Only in the next period, after c. 250 BC, do we see the decline in imports, 
with a relative frequency of 14.86% (about 7 times larger than at Istros and 
3.5 times larger than at Tomis). 

The only period with a relatively large quantity of Thasian imports in all 
three cities is between c. 290-271 BC, yet with a clear preference for Kallatis 
(26.91%, vs. 17.8% at Istros and 11.49% at Tomis). 

The graph of distribution by decades (Fig. 2) offers more details, especially 
for Istros and Kallatis. At Tomis, the distribution graph shows more abrupt 
lines due to the much smaller number of items considered. 

The peak of the imports falls now between c. 320-311 BC at Istros and 
Tomis. The second peak is no longer the same in these two cities: c. 350-341 
BC at Istros vs. c. 340-331 at Tomis. Between c. 330-321 BC we have a small 
increase at Istros (13.21% from 9.63% in the previous interval) and an abrupt 
drop at Tomis (4.6% from 19.54%). The third peak is also different: c. 280-271 
BC at Istros and c. 290-281 at Tomis. The great drop between c. 310-291 is 
more acute between c. 300-291 BC at Tomis. 

At Kallatis, the progress of the imports is gradual through the second 
half of the 4th century BC. The peak is between c. 260-251 BC. The preceding 
somewhat smaller peak occurs between c. 280-271 BC, with a small decline 
in the next decade, before the great peak mentioned above. 


SINOPE 


For the Sinopean stamps I follow the chronology established by myself keep- 
ing in mind that its relevance is not the same for the different groups and sub- 
groups. We consider the beginning of the Sinopean stamps with magistrate 
names at c. 350 BC and the end at c. 190 ВС The absolute number of items 
is very different: 578 for Istros, 784 for Kallatis and only 119 for Tomis. 

The distribution graph for the 20 year intervals of the Sinopean magis- 
trates reveals the main tendencies. It points to a peak in the imports at Istros 
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Period | Istros % (578) | Tomis 96 (119) Kallatis 96 (784) 


210-190 


== |stros 96 (578) 
=E= Tomis % (119) 
—fx— Kallatis % (784) 


350-331 330-311 310-291 290-271 270-251 250-231 230-211 210-190 
Periods 


Fig.3. The relative frequencies of the Sinopean astynoms at Istros, Tomis and Kallatis, 
by 20 years intervals. 


and Kallatis in the same period, i.e. c. 270-251 BC, covering the second half 
of Group 4 and the beginning of Group 5. 

The distribution line for Kallatis is yet more acute than that for Istros. 
After a very low presence in the first three intervals, it grows from 1.53% to 
15.65% between c. 290-271 BC, up to 64.12% in the following interval, then it 
drops to 12.21% between c. 250-231 BC and then lower and lower. 92% of the 
Sinopean imports at Kallatis came between c. 290-231 BC. 

At Istros, the first peak comes in the same interval (c. 270-251 BC), but its 
value is only 37.89%. The second one comes c. 250-231 BC (26.64%). The value 
for the interval c. 290-271 BC gives the earliest peak, with 14.3676. In all, the 
three intervals cover 78.976 of the imports. It is interesting to note the relatively 
high values in the first interval, covering Group 1 of Sinopean stamps, with 
5.19% of all the imports, followed by a severe drop in the next two intervals, 
i.e. Group 2 and the first part of Group 3. 

Almost 8576 of the Sinopean imports reach Tomis between c. 290-231. 
Here the highest peak is later than in the other two cities, at c. 250-231 BC, 
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Period Istros % (578) | Tomis % (119) Kallatis % (784) 


350-341 0.86 0.84 0.51 
340-331 4.33 3.36 0.13 
330-321 0.17 3.36 0.13 
320-311 0.26 
310-301 0.38 
300-291 115 
290-281 3.06 


280-271 
270-261 
260-251 
250-241 
240-231 
230-221 
220-211 
210-201 
200-190 


12.63 


100 99.99 100 
57.79 63.03 76.91 
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—$— Histria % (578) 
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== Kallatis 96 (784) 


350- 340- 330- 320- 310- 300- 290- 280- 270- 260- 250- 240- 230- 220- 210- 
341 331 321 311 301 291 281 271 261 251 241 231 221 211 201 


Fig.4. Therelative frequencies of the Sinopean astynoms at Istros, Tomis and Kallatis, 
by decades. 


with 41.18%. The other two peaks came before, at c. 270-251 BC (28.57%) and 
c. 290-271 BC (15.13%). But the degree of approximation for this city is very 
high, due to the very small number of stamps. 

In order to obtain more details, we have to look at the other distribution 
graph, that by decades (Fig. 4). We notice now that the period of the influx of 
Sinopean imports at Kallatis is even shorter, covering the period between c. 
280-241, with 86% of the total in only 40 years. The first peak is in the inter- 
val of c. 270-261 BC (49.23%, almost the half of all the imports in 10 years!), 
covering mainly the last two thirds of Group 485] 
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At Istros, the dynamics of the imports are more stable. After a short period 
of growth in imports between c. 340-331 BC (second half of Group 1), there 
follows a long drop in imports (c. 40 years, covering Group 2 and the first part 
of Group 3). Then the imports increase steadily, reaching their peak between 
с. 270-261 BC (23.5370) £3 Afterwards, the volume of imports remains high, 
with a slight decrease during the sub-group Va, and a second peak between c. 
250-241 BC. Only from the last decade of the 3rd century BC does the volume 
of the imports drop dramatically. But we must remember that the officials of 
our sub-group Ve are not ordered at all, so in the future the distribution line 
may change in some way. 

For Tomis, the distribution line points to a peak of the imports between c. 
250-241 BC (34.45%). For the period between c. 270-241 (sub-group Vb mainly) 
we have 63% of all the imports, a value close to that from Istros. The second 
highest peak is contemporary with the highest ones from Istros and Kallatis, 
i.e. c. 270-261 BC. 


RHODOS 


The Rhodian amphora stamps now have a new chronology, proposed by G. 
Finkielsztejn.£4 Неге we find for the first time a coherent order of the Rho- 
dian eponyms, starting from the author's sub-period Ib (c. 270 BC) up to the 
end of V. Grace's Period V (108 BC). The most important changes proposed 
by Finkielsztejn come from the establishing of the real length of Period IV, c. 
14-16 years instead of 29-30 in the previous chronology. This correction has 
modified the dating of the "Pergamon deposit", from c. 205-175 BC to c. 198- 
161 BC, with all the other series being re-dated accordingly. The arguments 
for the succession of many eponyms or groups of eponyms are very solid, as 
they re-establish the activity of many representative amphora workshops in 
connection with the evidence of some "closed deposits". Yet, the sequence 
of several names needs supplementary proofs and is inconsistent with other 
evidencePd For the present paper I adopted the Finkielsztejn's chronology, 
with a few changes in his order of names I consider important 7 

In the West Pontic area, the number of the Rhodian amphora stamps is 
quite small, Pif compared with the Thasian and Sinopean ones or considering 
the much longer period of issue (about two centuries) and the much greater 
number of stamps produced in this period. 460 items have been registered 
from Istros, 225 from Kallatis (partly unpublished) and only 195 from Tomis. 
For the present approach I selected only the eponym stamps with secure read- 
ing. That is 195 from Istros, 103 from Kallatis and 93 from Tomis. 

The distribution graph for 20 year intervals (Fig. 5) shows greater differ- 
ences between the three cities in the import of Rhodian wine. 

The earlier peak of the imports is registered at Kallatis, in the interval of 
c. 260-241 BC (24.27%). The previous interval is also important, with 17.48% 
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Fig. 5. The relative frequency of the Rhodian eponyms at Istros, Tomis and Kallatis, 
by 20 years intervals. 


of all the imports, amounting to 41.75% of the stamps during Period I. This 
situation has no analogies in the entire Pontic area! We must remember: (a) 
during Period I the months were still not mentioned on the stamps, and (b) 
in the same period the ratio of stamping was much smaller than in the sub- 
sequent periods, especially 3 to 5. After c. 240 BC, the volume of the imports 
was relatively constant for about a century, with a small increase between 
c. 160-141 (Period IV and the beginning of Period V) followed by a constant 
decrease until the end of the century. 

At Istros we have a constant growth in imports starting from the sub- 
period Ib, with a “normal” first peak (21.03%) in the interval c. 200-181 BC 
(end of Period II - beginning of Period III). The second one (18.4676) comes 
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Period Istros % (195) Kallatis % (103) | Tomis % (93) 

300-291 0 0 0 

290-281 
280-271 
270-261 
260-251 
250-241 
240-231 
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150-141 
140-131 
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120-111 
110-101 
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= Kallatis% (103) 
7f Tomis 96 (93) 
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Fig. 6. The relative frequencies of the Rhodian eponyms at Istros, Tomis and Kallatis, 
by decades. 
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between c. 160-141 BC, corresponding to the slight growth at Kallatis. The 
later stamps cover Period VI, and the last stamp may come from the interval 
c. 80-61 BC (Period VII). This dynamic seems to be in accordance with the 
Rhodian production, indicating a constant flow of imports from that direc- 
tion, although not too great in volume. 

At Tomis, the peak in imports comes between c. 180-161 BC (41.93%). With 
the second and the third peaks in the next and the previous interval, Tomis 
accounts for 75% of all the stamps between c. 200-141, covering mainly per- 
iods III and IV and a little beyond that point. 

The graph of distribution by decades (Fig. 6) adds new information. 

At Kallatis we see the first peak between c. 260-251 BC (22.33%), with 8-9 
percent above that of the previous decade (13.59%). Then we have a drop to 
1.94% at the end of Period I; afterwards we have a “normal” evolution, with 
higher figures between c. 180-171 BC and c. 150-141 BC. From c. 130 BC, the 
volume of the imports is very low. 

At Istros, the import dynamics look less constant than in the previous 
graph. We notice the first important growth between c. 220-211 BC (10.26%), 
that is the middle of Period II (sub-period IIb according to Finkielsztejn). We 
notice an equal value between c. 160-151 BC (Period IV), only with a higher 
ratio of stamped amphoras. The peak comes, as expected, between c. 190-181 
BC (Period III, with 16.9276). 

At Tomis, the peak in imports comes between c. 180-171 BC (also in Period 
Ш, with 29.03%), but the interval between c. 190-141 shows constantly high 
values. 

In all three cities, we see very small values (if any) in the decade c. 130-121 
BC, indicating a general crisis as regards the Rhodian imports in the area. 

The evidence of Rhodian imports in the West-Pontic gives the only avail- 
able data for the 2nd century BC, when the other major exporters (Thasos, 
Sinope, Herakleia Pontike) were absent or no longer had any stamped ampho- 
ras. Other stamped amphoras came from Chersonesos, Kos and Knidos, but 
their volume was not very significant. 

As I have used the same time intervals for examining the import dynamics 
of the three major exporters in the West-Pontic area, we can now follow the 
chronological distribution of these imports in one city (Figs. 7-9). 


ISTROS 


The graph of distribution by decades of the imports to Istros covers the inter- 
val between c. 390-71 BC, i.e. c. 320 years (Fig. 7). 

The distribution lines of the imports from the three cities point to certain 
time delays between them, with Thasos being the earliest and Rhodos the 
latest. Nevertheless, there are some periods when the imports were present 
simultaneously on the Istrian market: Thasos and Sinope from the middle of 
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Period Rhodos 
390-381 
380-371 
370-361 
360-351 
350-341 
340-331 
330-321 
320-311 
310-301 
300-291 
290-281 
280-271 1.02 
270-261 1.54 
260-251 4.1 
250-241 4.62 
240-231 3.08 
230-221 1.54 
220-211 10.26 
210-201 4.62 
200-190 4.62 
90-181 16.92 
80-171 4.62 
70-161 6.66 
60-151 10.26 
50-141 8.2 
40-131 41 
30-121 0.51 
20-111 5.64 
10-101 4.62 
100-91 2.05 
90-81 0.51 
80-71 0.51 
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Fig. 7. Istros. The relative frequencies of the eponyms from Thasos, Sinope and Rho- 
dos, by decades. 


the 4th to the third quarter of the 3rd century, Sinope and Rhodos between 
c. 280 and c. 190 BC. All three centres were only exporting simultaneously 
between c. 280-240 BC or a little later. 
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The trade dynamics of imports coming from the three export centres have 
no points of coincidence. The peaks of the imports occur at different times: c. 
320-310 for Thasos, c. 270-261 for Sinope and c. 190-181 for Rhodes. It looks 
as if Sinope replaced Thasos, and Rhodos replaced Sinope on the market. 
Those replacements took place though in a certain span of time. The four or 
five decades from c. 280 BC to after 240 BC indicate a period of prosperity 
for Istros. Similar periods are attested in the second half of the 4th century 
and possibly during the first half of the 2nd century BC. Those indicators still 
need to be supported by other evidence. 


TOMIS 


The graph of distribution by decades for the imports to Tomis covers the 
interval between c. 360-101 BC, i.e. c. 260 years (Fig. 8). 

At Tomis, the periods of imports from the three centres are better delim- 
ited. Thasos and Sinope are simultaneously present from the middle of the 
4th to the third quarter of the 3rd century, Sinope and Rhodos between c. 270 
and c. 200 BC. All three cities were present only between c. 270-240 BC or a 
little later. When Thasos was present in great quantities, the Sinopean imports 
were very low, the converse also being true. When Sinope reached its peak, 
the Rhodian imports were very weak and the Thasian amphoras very few. 

We distinguish three periods of relative prosperity: c. 340-311 BC (with 
63.22% of the Thasian imports), c. 280-231 BC (79% of the Sinopean imports) 
and c. 190-141 BC (with 76.34% of the Rhodian imports). 

If we look at the absolute number of stamps from every centre, they are 
many fewer in number at Tomis: we can therefore consider this city as being 
less important than the other two. 


KALLATIS 


Here, the situation regarding imports looks completely different. The graph 
of distribution by decades covers the interval c. 350-101 BC, i.e. c. 250 years 
(Fig. 9). During half a century, c. 290-241 BC, 76.7% of the Thasian imports are 
present, with the peak in the interval c. 260-251 BC (23.6976). We notice the 
same peak for Rhodos, with similar value (22.33%), and 39.8% of all imports 
over 3 decades (c. 270-241 BC). The Sinopean imports are very high in the 
same 3 decades, with 76.976 of the total and the peak between c. 270-260 BC. 
All other decades register less than 10% each, most of them less than 5%, 
although the imports are constant. In about 250 years, Kallatis knew only 5 
decades of prosperity. 

If we compare the dynamics of the imports at Istros, Tomis and Kallatis, we 
see they are different from one another, reflecting different economic histories. 
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Period Thasos Sinope Rhodos 


390-381 
380-371 


370-361 
360-351 
350-341 
340-331 
330-321 
320-311 
310-301 
300-291 
290-281 
280-271 
270-261 
260-251 
250-241 


240-231 1.15 6.72 3.23 
230-221 0.84 0 
220-211 5.04 1.08 
210-201 0.84 2.15 


200-190 


90-181 10.75 
80-171 29.03 
70-161 12.9 
60-151 11.83 


50-141 
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Fig. 8. Tomis. The relative frequencies of the amphora eponyms from Thasos, Sinope 
and Rhodos. 


Istros looks more stable from the middle of the 4th to the middle of the 2nd 
century BC. At Tomis, the periods of prosperity are separated by periods of 
crisis in the main amphora imports. Kallatis had a single period of prosperity, 
which probably started after Lysimachos' death and ended after the defeat in 
the war against Byzantion for the control over the emporion of Tomis Pd 
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Period Thasos % Sinope % Rhodos % 
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Fig. 9. Kallatis. The relative frequencies of the eponyms from Thasos, Sinope and 
Rhodos, by decades. 
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Period 


Istros % (810) | Tomis % (87) 


Kallatis % (498) 


Odessos % (87) 


390-381 2.59 4.6 
380-371 1.48 3.45 
370-361 1.36 0 
360-351 5.06 13.8 
350-341 11.48 2:3 


340-331 9.63 
330-321 13.21 

320-311 210197 39.08 
310-301 3.46 


300-291 4.81 


290-281 7.78 
280-271 10.25 


270-261 2.84 


260-251 3.95 


250-241 1.48 5.75 
0.25 0 
100 100 100 100.01 


96 
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Fig. 10. The relative frequencies of the Thasian eponyms at Istros, Tomis, Kallatis and 


Odessos, by decades. 


As I said at the beginning of this paper, our information on the amphora 
imports in the Greek cities of the Black Sea area is far for complete. Nor have 
we all the published material in our files. Therefore we cannot present the 
statistics for every city. In some cases however, we are able to show the rela- 
tive frequency of a particular import in a particular city, in comparison with 


those from Istros, Tomis and Kallatis. 


From the available data presented by Аугат we can see the distribution 
of the Thasian eponyms at Odessos (Fig. 10). The number of stamps consid- 
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Period Istros % | Kallatis% | Olbia 96 (272) | Pantikapaion % (1429) 
(578) (784) 
350-341 0.86 0.51 
340-331 4.33 0.13 
330-321 0.17 0.13 
320-311 0.17 0.26 
310-301 0.52 0.38 4.04 
300-291 1.56 1.15 2.57 
290-281 4.5 3.06 11.76 
280-271 9.86 12.63 
270-261 23.53 49.23 
260-251 14.36 
250-241 19.9 
240-231 6.75 
230-221 4.33 
220-211 6.57 
210-201 0.86 
200-190 1.73 
100 100 99.99 100 
60 | 
50 Л 
40 
| | ---- Istros 96 (578) 
830 Kallatis % (784) 
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Fig. 11. The relative frequencies of the Sinopean astynoms at Istros, Kallatis, Olbia and 
Pantikapaion, by decades. 


ered is equal to that from Tomis (87). Again the distribution line shows dif- 
ferent dynamics. 

The Sinopean stamps published from Odessos and Bizone are very few (48 
and 36 items) Instead, the published stamps from Pantikapaion and Olbia 
are in greater number, although far from the real figures. I present here the 
distribution graph of the Sinopean astynomoi for those cities together with the 
figures from Istros and Kallatis (Fig. 11). The peak in imports is again differ- 
ent, preceding by a decade that in the West Pontic cities. 
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Period Istros % Kallatis % Pantikapaion % 
290-281 0 0 0.9 
280-271 1.02 3.88 0.45 
270-261 1.54 13.59 1.81 
260-251 4.1 22/95 1.81 
250-241 4.62 1.94 1.81 
240-231 2.56 2.91 1.81 
230-221 6.67 6.8 3.17 
220-211 6.67 3.88 3.62 
210-201 4.1 3.88 3.17 
200-191 4.1 2.91 5.43 
190-181 16.92 7.77 11.76 
180-171 4.62 5.83 13.12 
170-161 6.66 4.85 11.76 
160-151 10.26 3.88 8.6 
150-141 8.21 8.74 8.6 
140-131 3.59 3.88 7.69 
130-121 1.03 0.97 4.52 
120-111 5.64 0.97 3.17 
110-101 0.97 
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80-71 
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Fig. 12. The relative frequencies of the Rhodian eponyms at Istros, Kallatis and Pan- 
tikapaion, by decades. 


As for the Rhodian imports at Pantikapaion/4 the distribution line (Fig. 
12) shows a more regular trade, most intensive from Period III to the middle 
of Period V, with a peak about 180-170 BC. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


From this analysis we can draw several conclusions. 


1) 


The extant chronologies of the amphora stamps from Thasos, Sinope and 
Rhodos seem to be close to reality, as shown by some coincidences in the 
peaks reached by the imports in the West Pontic cities, particularly at Kal- 
latis. We must remember though that these coincidences are reliable only 
for the longer intervals, down to decades. They have no relevance for the 
year to year sequence of the amphora eponyms. 

The dynamics of the import of transport amphoras from one or several 
export centres is different in every Greek city, no matter how close it is to 
another geographically. This may give indications of the nature of this kind 
of trade: directed to a specific commercial partner rather than a cabotage 
trade fd 

The general picture of the dynamics of trade in transport amphoras needs 
to be completed by the other amphoras and amphora stamps discovered in 
every city. For the history of trade, all imports should be studied, includ- 
ing the coins and other kind of evidence (epigraphical, literary, etc.), in 
export and import cities as well. 
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The study and the catalogue of all the Rhodian stamps from Istros are to be pub- 
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and Coja 1986. For Kallatis, the Rhodian amphora stamps are scattered in c. 20 
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In the Archaic period, the emporion of Tomis, a Milesian foundation, was included 
in the Istrian chora. The evidence of all the amphora imports shows great similar- 
ities between both cities. 

Conovici 1988. In the order of the officials I have only modified the positions of 
Iobakchos Molpagorou from sub-group Vb to the end of sub-group Vc, and of 
Delphis Artemidorou from sub-group Ve to sub-group Vd, according to the new 
evidence from Satu Nou - Valea lui Voicu. Other changes in the list are expected 
from Y. Garlan’s book about the Sinopean amphora stamps from Sinope (under 
way). 

Conovici 1988, 51. The last period will have necessarily a year more. 

The next three years have also high values (104 stamps). 

The period between c. 272-258 BC covers 30.27% of the total imports. 
Finkielsztejn 2001. 

A slightly different order of the eponyms from the Period V and the beginning 
of Period VI is to be found in Palaczyk 2001, where the intercalary months are 
also considered. 

The abbreviated names Tima( ) and Timar( ) (sub-period Ia) could be the 
names of Timasitheos and Timarchos (Ib), dated by myself to immediately after 
Lysandros and not to the end of the series; Timo( ) and Timokrates I (Ia) I con- 
sider a single person; in the sub-period IIa, I consider Philondas and Philonidas 
as two names, one at the beginning and other at the end of the series; the group 
Nikon - Daimon - Aristeios - Philokrates is to be dated at the end of the Ic series 
or the very beginning of IIa; Polykrates and Philonidas should precede the group 
of eponyms dated by the ivy-shape stamps of Epigonos I; Theuphanes II (Пс), 
Sostratos, Kleitomachos, Damothemis and lasikrates (Ша) are associated in the 
Tumulus В from Murighiol (Lungu 1990), therefore Damothemis and lasikrates 
should precede Thestor who appears in the Tumulus A associated with later 
eponyms. 
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The ratio of the absolute number of Rhodian amphora stamps to the absolute 
number of Rhodian amphoras imported fluctuates considerably in the course of 
time. During Periods I and II the number of unstamped Rhodian amphoras was 
greater than in the later ones (except Period VIL when the number of stamped 
amphoras was even greater. It is thought that the inclusion of the months on the 
stamps starting with Period II was imposed by an important growth in amphora 
production. 

Memnon, FGrHist Ш B, F 13(21), 347-348. Avram 1999b, 26-32, with the entire 
discussion. 

Avram 1996, tab. X. 

Conovici 1998, 181 (with slightly different figures). 

For Pantikapaion, 221 stamps from the old bibliography are considered. 
Garlan 1999b, 136-137, 139-140; Dupont 1999 for the Archaic period (especially 
144-145). 


Coins and Archaeology: the (Mis)use 
of Mithridatic Coins for Chronological 
Purposes in the Bosporan Area 


François de Callatay 


Coins in context tend to be the artefacts most in demand by field archaeol- 
ogists (although, for the area and the period of time encompassed by this 
conference, amphora stamps, if extant, are usually better). Yet, they tend to 
make poor use of them. Obsessed with chronology, they abuse and neglect at 
the same time that type of material. Generally speaking for, Classical antiquity 
coins are indeed among the best dated documents we may find (possibly the 
best dated are the most commonly used) and these favourable circumstances 
give them a unique value. 

Chronological measures can be very accurate with ancient coinages. Most 
of the Imperial Roman coins can be dated within a span of less than twelve 
months owing to the mention of certain imperial charges (how many times 
the Emperor was granted the tribunicia potestas, how many times he was consul 
or pontifex maximus, and so on). 

For the Greek world, many Hellenistic coinages, both royal and civic, do 
indicate the year of a local era whose start is generally known. And there are a 
few cases, for which we are fortunate enough to know not only the year of pro- 
duction but also the month. It is appropriate here to sum up our information. 

The most famous and widespread of these coinages are the Athenian 
“stephanophora”, the so-called “New Style" соіпѕ Й On the reverse, the owl 
appears standing on an amphora on which we may distinguish one of the 
letters from alpha to nu, i.e. from 1 to 13 (the twelve regular months + a thir- 
teenth one for the "embolistic" years of the Methonic cycle). This would be 
most convenient were it not for the fact that, as for the eponyms on amphora 
stamps, we can never be absolutely sure of the sequence of years since those 
are not numbered but given together with two names of what numismatists 
call, not without risk, "monetary magistrates". We thus have to reconstruct, 
through a minute study of die-links and hoards, the most likely sequence 
of issues. The same pattern occurs with some Rhodian imitations struck in 
Mylasa, a Carian mint, in late Hellenistic times 4 This case is complicated by 
a number of factors but mainly by the lack of any epigraphic assistance since 
there is no proper name given in full on the reverse of those small silver 
denominations. Apart from interesting statistics about month frequencies, 
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there is no hope of determining in which year issues were struck. An addi- 
tional case of the same nature has to be published by Ashton. It concerns the 
cistophoric coinage of Tralles. 

The easiest cases are the ones which refer to a specific era. Three are known, 
all royal and located in Eastern Anatolia or Mesopotamia in the 1st century 
BC or the 1st century AD. Most famous is the coinage of Mithridates Eupator, 
called “the Great", King of Pontos (c. 120-63 BC) Іп Мау 95 BC, he suddenly 
decided, immediately after a strike without any chronological references, to 
add on reverse dies the year and the month of the royal era which began in 
October 297 BC (В>-Ө). This is quite extraordinary and, to the best of my 
knowledge, there has been no attempt to explain “why then?” As months 
never appear on coins of smaller size, gold staters or silver drachms, we may 
presume that space has to play a role. But once applied to tetradrachms, this 
habit was pursued until the end of the Mithridatic issues (except for the very 
last one), with one conspicuous exception: the heavy strike made in 89 BC, 
presumably for the siege of Rhodos. It could be argued that silver tetradrachms 
of Mithridates Eupator are the most precisely dated coins of all ancient coin- 
ages, both Greek and Roman. They afford a unique opportunity to study the 
rhythm of striking, an opportunity I have tried to take advantage of in my 
PhD An opportunity greatly facilitated by the fact of the Mithridatic wars, 
which means that we know very well the historical sequence of events dur- 
ing those much troubled times. 

This last comment does not apply to Parthian kings who used this device 
for a while. Indeed, except for the moments of real fighting against the 
Romans, we are not so well provided with documentation about the fasti of 
those reigns. Consequently we may know that tetradrachms were minted 
from June to September 37 BC but we are unable to explain why the strike 
stopped then and for what specific purpose that issue was minted B At least, 
Parthian kings used to note months on their tetradrachms for centuries. It is 
even more difficult to understand why some drachms of Tigranes the Great 
(с. 95-с. 55 BC), struck at Artaxata between 61 and 58 BC, have letters on their 
reverse which seem to refer to months (from A to I, 1 to 10). 

Leaving aside those exceptions, it is worth reiterating, again and again, 
that basic principle of numismatic expertise: if we are often able to date the 
time of coin production with remarkable accuracy (within a range of less than 
twenty years most of the time), that only gives us a terminus post quem. Coins 
are not as fragile as common or fine pottery. They tend to keep circulating for 
a very long time (see the statistics produced by S. Rotroff in this volume com- 
paring deposits in which coins or amphoras were the "last datable objects"). 
The lifetime of circulation is itself rarely well defined. Moreover, the presence 
of one coin in an archaeological layer does not mean that that particular type 
was actually in circulation at the time it was buried. In other words: the field 
archaeologist has to be careful not to give to coins naive credence, to be too 
trusting of their potential chronological assistance. 
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At the same time, the archaeologist tends (or tended) to neglect the real 
amount of information coins can bring along for a true historical reconstruction 
of the past. Coin studies are too often pushed to the end of site monographs, 
as appendices written by external specialists without real links to the broader 
questions posed by the excavations. I have tried elsewhere to structure an 
historical interpretation in a grid of increasing complexity, which starts with 
most purely numismatic issues and ends with largely historical concerns. The 
first column gives for each historical issue the most useful (but not the only 
one) category of coin finds: 


Categories of material | Historical issues 


Site finds - dating of the archaeological layers 

- occupation of the site (who? how long? etc.) 
- "trade" - "prosperity of the site" 

Isolated finds - localization of mints 

- trade and military roads 

Hoards - areas of circulation 

- length of circulation 


- speed of circulation (study of weights) 


- homogeneity of circulation (integrated economy or not) 


This is more "ingénue" (as we say in French) than "ingenious". It may surely 
be refined but gives some idea of what could be achieved. 

Without even mentioning the self-explanatory issues (with calendar inscrip- 
tions), numismatic chronologies are, to a great extent, built on a network of 
other chronologies (coinages, hoards, etc.), which implies, among other things, 
a serious risk of circular argumentation. And it is even worse when one needs 
to employ other kinds of material, since we all try to be very prudent and 
critical in our own field but are, as it happens, more inclined to uncritically 
accept the advice of recognized specialists from other fields. 

The case examined here is an example of how a change of pattern has in 
some way contributed to changing ideas elsewhere. This is the story of how 
a change produces another change which will in turn produce a third one. 

The bronze Mithridatic coins have been studied and dated by the Swiss 
numismatist Friedrich Imhoof-Blumer in a paper published іп 191214 A major 
improvement at that time, due to one of the most illustrious numismatists of 
his time, this article has never really been challenged since then. Much more 
material is now available, some hoards have been scientifically published, 
archaeological contexts have been made known and emphasized. It turns out 
that, with this increase of material and by using the tools of modern numis- 
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matics, the sequence and dates of Imhoof-Blumer are no longer valid as such. 
Some major revision has to be made. And this has an impact on the chronol- 
ogy of Bosporan coinages and Bosporan archaeological excavations as well. 
Since many “Pontic”, i.e. Mithridatic coins have been found on the northern 
shores of the Black Sea (not alone in the Bosporan kingdom) and since many 
Bosporan bronze coins have been overstruck on Mithridatic bronzes, those 
Mithridatic bronzes were used by Russian scholars and others as the key-mater- 
ial in order to establish chronologies for the contemporary Bosporan coinages 
and, directly or indirectly, for the Bosporan excavations. All those are thus 
in need of some revision. Actually, I dealt with Mithridatic bronzes (being 
in Athens in 1985) in my PhD entitled: “Economical and social history of the 
Mithridatic wars” but refrained from including this chapter in the published 
version since, as frequently occurs, it looked to me from the very beginning 
easy to criticize Imhoof-Blumer but much more difficult to rebuild another 
model which could be plainly satisfying. What I shall bring along here is - I 
fear (and I beg you for mercy for that) - an unsympathetic demolition enter- 
prise which is probably more convincing in its criticisms against Imhoof's 
sequence than in its new chronological proposals. 

The Pontic Cappadocia, as it was called in Persian times or, more precisely, 
the Kingdom of Mithridates Eupator Pontos failed to use coinage for a very 
long time. Not a single bronze coin can be attributed safely to this area prior 
to the last quarter of the 2nd century BC. Until then, only three mints were 
active, albeit on very different scales: Sinope, Amisos and Trapezous. The vast 
majority of the coins they struck were heavy silver ones, thus very awkward 
to daily transactions. Then, all of a sudden, at the end of the 2nd century 
BC and the first decades of the 1st century BC, which is likely to have been 
entirely located within the reign of Eupator, no less than thirteen different 
mints seem to have been active in the strike of many common types. Due to 
the recent discovery of many of these hoards, these coinages are today very 
common in public and private collections. A few tens of thousands are likely 
to exist all over the world. 

Their sequence and chronology rest on an article published in 1912 by 
Friedrich Imhoof-Blumer, whose huge authority seems to have discouraged 
anyone for re-examining the case. It comes as no surprise that the two specific 
volumes of the Sylloge Nummorum Graecorum recently devoted to the Black 
Sea coinages adopt, sine varietur, Imhoof-Blumer's sequence (SNG British 
Museum - Black Sea and SNG Stancomb). True, the sequence of Imhoof made 
a considerable progress compared to the former sequences which I only recall 
here for a thorough understanding of the problem: 
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Table 1 
Sequence of BMC (Wroth 1889) 
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Table 2 
Sequence of RG (Babelon et al. 1904) 


Zeus/ Eagle (c. 19.80g) - 22 

Zeus/ Eagle (c. 7.50g) - 23-29 
Athena/ Perseus (c. 19.00g) - 30-36 
Artemis/ Tripod - 37-38 

Eros/ Bowcase (c. 3.90g) - 39 
Ares/Sword (с. 7.80g) - 40-50 
Dionysos/ Cista (c. 8.10g) - 51-56 
Dionysos/ Thyrsos (c. 3.60g) - 57-58 
Panther/ Cista (c. 4.00g) - 59 
Perseus/ Pegasos (c. 12.80g) - 60-64 
Perseus/Pilei (с. 4.10g) - 65-67 
Perseus/ Harpa (с. 2.70g) - 68 
Aegis/ Nike (c. 7.60g) - 69-78 

Wolf/ Nike (c. 8.40g) - 79 

Young man/ Bowcase (c. 20.60g) - 80-82 


Young man/ Bowcase (c. 20.60g) - 13 
Zeus/ Eagle (c. 19.80g) - 14 

Zeus/ Eagle (c. 7.50g) - 15-16 
Athena/ Perseus (c. 19.00g) - 17-18 
Artemis/ Tripod (с. 7.70g) - 19 
Artemis/Stag (c. 1.80g) - 20 
Apollon/Hippocamp (?) - 21 
Apollon/ Tripod (с. 2.70g) - 22 
Herakles/ Club (c. 4.40g) - 23 
Dionysos/ Cista - 24 

Dionysos/ Thyrsos (c. 3.60g) - 25-26 
Panther/ Cista (c. 4.00g) - 27-28 
Ares/Sword (c. 7.80g) - 29-31 
Perseus/ Pegasos (с. 12.80g) - 32-34 
Perseus/Harpa (с. 2.70g) - 35 
Perseus/Pilei (с. 4.10g) - 36 

Eros/ Bowcase (c. 3.90g) - 37 
Wolf/Nike (c. 8.40g) - 38 
Wolf/Herakles (?) - 39 

Herakles/ Club (c. 1.50g) - 40 
Tyche/Owl (с. 7.50g) - 41 

Aegis/ Nike (c. 7.60g) - 42-44 


Both sequences appear to have been established on a purely iconographical 
basis: they deal first with the Olympian gods (Zeus, Athena, Artemis) and 
bring together divinities and their symbols (thus the type "Panther/ Cista" 
follows the two representations of Dionysos). 

Then came Friedrich Imhoof-Blumer who divided all these bronze issues 
(22 types all in all) into seven groups and five different periods of time. The 
thirteen mints, which appear in bold characters on the first line in abbrevi- 
ated forms, are Amaseia, Amisos, Kabira, Chabakta, Komana, Gazioura, Lao- 
dikeia, Pharnakia, Taulara, Amastris, Pimolisa, Sinope and Dia. The order is 
first geographical (Pontos - Paphlagonia - Bithynia) and then alphabetical 
(Amaseia, Amisos, etc. [with the exception of Chabakta]). To the types of 
Imhoof-Blumer, marked with a cross (X), I have added all those which, while 
unknown to him, appear in my database (O). The average weight, given in 
brackets, is an approximation provided only to give an idea of the denomina- 
tions. The numbers which follow the weights are those of the varieties given 
by F. Imhoof-Blumer in his catalogue. Descriptions of types are minimal and 
therefore sometimes exaggeratedly reduced. 
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о x - x о о о о x о x x - 6<-с< (800'61 `2) впәвләд /euauy 
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What is remarkable is the increase of material. Out of the 94 different types 
which are documented today, 31 were unknown to Imhoof ("O"), compared 
with the 63 available to him ("X"). This is a good example of how much our 
numismatic documentation has grown in less than one century. 

The main argument of Imhoof in support of classifying these different 
types are the secondary marks, what some numismatists used (wrongly it 
seems) to call ^marks of monetary magistrates". Bronze coin types without 
any secondary marks have been classified first, leaving till the end the high- 
est number of monograms and/or symbols (up to four). 

I have discussed elsewhere at length why this sequence, no matter how 
ingenious it is, must be criticized Й 

Central here are overstrikes, both for Pontic as for Bosporan bronze issues, 
hoards and excavation material. In the paper I gave in Bordeaux in 2002, you 
will find appendices for each of these matters. However, it seems worth men- 
tioning here some of the evidence. Let us begin with the Piraeus hoard, of 
paramount importance in establishing the chronology of Mithridatic bronzes, 
and then the Bosporan hoards for which we may know type details of Mith- 
ridatic coins. 


Table 4. Hoards with Mithridatic bronzes. 
CH III 73, 1973, Piraeus - see Oekonomides-Caramessini 1976 - 8 Mithridatic 
bronzes 


Ama Ami Kab | Cha | Kom | Са? Lao | Pha Tau | Amas | Pim | Sin 


Dia 


Aegis/ Nike 


ice | |” ey 


Rem.: This deposit proves that Type “Aegis/ Nike” was struck prior to 86 BC, the date of the 
Sack of Athens and of the destruction of the house where it was found. 


IGCH 1141, 1937, Myrmekion (Kerch) - 6 Mithridatic bronzes in a grave 


Ama Ami |Kab| Cha | Kom | Gaz Lao | Pha Tau | Amas Pim | біп | Dia 
Dionysos/ 6 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Cista (с. 8.10g) | ` арс 7 7 
IGCH 1144, 1897, Kerch - 66 Mithridatic bronzes 

Ата Аті  КаЬ Сһа Кот Сах Lao | Pha | Tau | Amas Pim | Sin | Dia 

Perseus/Pegasos 2 _ А _ _ _ _ _ 
(с. 12.80g) д КИ ET 
Ares/Sword 
(c. 7.80g) Я IE р j 7 T В 7 1 7 2 7 
Aegis/ Nike 
(c. 7.60g) i EE 7 : ч i 7 i р 7 Ж 7 
Total - 62 | - - 1 - - - - 1 - 2 - 
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Poljanka 1984 (Frolova & Ireland 1999) - 9 Mithridatic bronzes out of 66 


coins 


Ama |Ami Kab 


Cha 


Kom 


Gaz 


Lao Pha Тап 


Amas 


Pim 


Sin 


Dia 


Ares/Sword 
(c. 7.80g) 2 ex. 


Zeus/ Eagle 
(c. 19.80g) 


Aegis/ Nike 
(c. 7.60g) 


1 


Total 


- 1 


1 


5 


Rem.: Other types are “ Apollon/ Eagle” from Pantikapaion (28 ex.), "Nike/Prow" of Asan- 
der (22 ex.), “Dionysos/Bowcase” (4 ex. 
Tripod and thyrsos” from Pantikapaion (1 ex.) and Gorgippia (1 ex.) and “Artemis/ 
Eagle” from Chersonesos (1 ex.). 


“Bosporan anonymous”), “Dionysos/ 


Poljanka 1985 (Frolova & Ireland 1999) - 15 Mithridatic bronzes out of 1,140 


coins 

Ama |Ami|Kab Cha Кот |Са? |Lao |Рһа |Tau Amas Pim |Sin Dia 
Zeus/ Eagle i | | | _ _ _ _ _ _ 
(c. 19.80g) 5 7 7 
Athena/ Perseus 
(с. 19.00g) -|10|-1|-|-1|-)|-1|-1|-1|21-121- 
Total - | 11) - - - - = - А 2 = 2 E 


Rem.: Other types are "Dionysos/ Bowcase" (150 ех. 


"Bosporan anonymous”), " Apollon/ 


Eagle" from Pantikapaion (908 ex. most of them overstruck on "Dionysos/ Bowcase"), 
"Men/ Dionysos” from Pantikapaion (З ex.) and Gorgippia (1 ex.). 


Kumatyr' 1976 - near Anapa (Abramzon et al. 2002) - 5 Mithridatic bronzes 


out of 177 coins 


Ama Ama |Ami Kab Cha Кот Сах [ао Pha 'Tau |Amas Pim |Sin |Dia 
Perseus/ Pilei 1 В _ _ _ _ _ _ А _ А _ 
(с. 4.10g) 
Ares/Sword А 3 _ _ _ _ | _ 1 А _ _ _ 
(с. 7.80g) 
Total 1 3 - - - - - - 1 - - - - 


Rem.: Of all known hoards with Mithridatic bronzes, this one looks the oldest. Only hoard 
evidence for the type "Perseus/FPilei", this deposit links some Mithridatic bronzes of 
heavy denomination (“Ares/Sword”) to a great number of light bronzes struck in 
Pantikapaion during the 2nd century BC. 
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It looks altogether worthwhile to draw the attention of the specialists of the 
northern Black Sea area to the presence of Pontic coins in Aegean excava- 
tions. 


Table 5. Pontic coins found in some Aegean archaeological excavations. 


Ilion (Bellinger 1961, 170) 
no. 200: Aegis/ Nike (Amisos - 12h, 20 mm). 


Rem.: No. 199, a bronze attributed to Dia (Head of Dionysos r./ AIONY-XIOY. 
Ear of wheat in an ivy crown) is wrongly linked to Mithridatic times. 


Pergamon (Voegtli 1993, 37) 
no. 458: Artemis/Tripod (Sinope - 22 mm - Inv. 1978/441 [no detail on the archae- 
ological context]). 


Delos (Hackens 1969, 395 and 399) 

no. F411: Head of Poseidon r./Prow 1. (Pantikapaion - 12h - Inv. 63-C-151). 

no. F412: Head of Pan r./Cornucopia between two pilei (Pantikapaion - 12h - Inv. 
62-C-92). 

no. F413: Head of Pan r./ Cornucopia between two pilei (Pantikapaion - 12h 
- Inv. 62-C-126). 

no. F452: Ares/Sword (Amisos - 12h - Inv. 63-C-140). 

no. F453: Aegis/Nike (Amisos - 12h - Inv. 62-C-170). 

no. F455: Aegis/Nike (Amastris - 12h - Inv. 62-C-6). 


Rem. Total lack of Athenian bronze coins with Mithridatic types (star and two 
crescents). 


Athens (Kroll 1993, 255) 

no. 852: Head of Artemis r./Stag 1. (Phanagoria - [broken], 12h, 21 mm - Inv. 
2:-3566a). 

no. 854: Ares/Sword (Amisos - 5.72g, 12h, 18 mm - Inv. ПП-877). 

no. 855a: Dionysos/ Cista (Amisos - 6.41g, 12h, 21 mm - Inv. ПӨ-632). 

no. 855b: Dionysos/ Cista (Amisos - 5.650+, 12h, 22 mm - Inv. К-552). 


Coins found in Delos and Athens are particularly relevant to the present 
debate. Dealing with Mithridatic bronzes found in the Bosporos, the most 
astonishing fact is the superabundance of the type "Zeus/ Eagle". Although, 
as Karyskovskij showed a long time ago (1965), the pattern could be differ- 
ent for Chersonesos and Olbia, Bosporan excavations have revealed a large 
number of that particular type, mostly struck in Sinope. I present here the 
details of some archaeological reports (with my most sincere thanks to Vladi- 
mir Stolba who was kind enough to send me a copy of those papers). These 
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reports are old and I am pretty sure that it could be possible to add much 
more evidence nowadays but, nonetheless, it is doubtful that this new evi- 
dence would affect the model: 


Table 6. Mithridatic bronzes found in Bosporan archaeological excavations. 


Tyritake 1935-1940 (Zograf 1952) 


10-"Zeus/Eagle" (Pharnakia, 5.52g) 
23-Light siglos of Amisos (3.20g) 
29-"Zeus/ Eagle" (Sinope, 5.00g) 
54-" Ares/Sword" (Amisos [2?], 5.92g) 
81-"Zeus/ Eagle" (Sinope, 6.78g) 
103-” Perseus/ Pegasos” (10.88g) 
125-" Ares/Sword” (Amisos, 5.53g) 
153-” Aegis/ Nike” (Amisos, 3.30g) 
154-” Aegis/ Nike” (Sinope, 2.76g) 
2274-" Zeus/ Eagle” (Sinope) 

2286-” Dionysos/ Cista” (Amisos) 
2295-” Aegis/ Nike” (Amisos, 7.11g) 
2302-” Aegis/ Nike” (Amisos, 4.20g) 
2304-" Zeus/ Eagle” (Amisos, 4.50g) 


14 coins out of 310 (4.5%) 


Tyritake 1946-1953 (Belova 1953) 


50-”Zeus/ Eagle” (Sinope, 6.13g) 
84-” Zeus/ Eagle” (Sinope, 5.75g) 


2 coins out of 114 (1.8%) 


Myrmekion 1935-1940 (Zograf 1952) 


2435-” Ares/ Sword” (Amisos, 5.40g) 
2440-" Zeus/ Eagle” (Sinope, 8.01g) 

2459-” Perseus / Pegasos” (Amisos, 10.20g) 
2467-" Zeus/ Eagle” (Pharnakia, 5.35g) 
2536-" Dionysos/ Cista” (Amisos, 6.57g) 
2552-"Dionysos/ Cista" (Amisos, 6.57g) 
2553-” Dionysos/ Cista” (Amisos, 6.65g) 
2554-” Dionysos/Cista” (Amisos, 5.55g) 
2555-" Dionysos/ Cista" (Amisos, 6.25g) 
2556-" Dionysos/ Cista” (Amisos, 5.20g) 
2557-" Dionysos/ Cista" (Amisos, 6.75g) 


— — — — — — 
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2576-” Zeus/ Eagle” (Sinope) 
2588-" Zeus/ Eagle” (Amastris) 


13 coins out of 299 coins (4.3%) 


Myrmekion 1946-1953 (Belova 1953) 


200-" Ares/Sword” (Amisos, 6.610) 
205-" Zeus/ Eagle” (Sinope, 8.86g) 

221-" Athena/ Perseus" (Amisos, 14.91g) 
222-"Zeus/ Eagle” (Sinope, 6.40g) 

223-" Zeus/ Eagle” (Sinope, 4.70g) 

246-" Zeus/ Eagle” (Sinope, 4.93g) 

247-" Zeus/ Eagle” (Sinope, 5.75g) 

248-" Zeus/ Eagle" (Sinope, 5.84g) 

250-" Zeus/ Eagle" (Sinope, 7.40g) 

266-" Ares/Sword” (Amisos, 4.28g) 


10 coins out of 172 (5.876) 


Kepoi 1958-1963 (Frolova & Selov 1965) 


107-" Ares/Sword" (Sinope, 5.53g) 
111-"Zeus/ Eagle" (Sinope) 
202-"Zeus/ Eagle" (Sinope) 

215-" Aegis/ Nike” (Amisos) 
261-"Zeus/ Eagle” (Sinope, 6.75g) 
262-" Dionysos/ Cista” (Amisos, 7.53g) 
291-” Aegis/ Nike” (Amisos) 

347-” Zeus/ Eagle” (Sinope, 6.77g) 
384-" Ares/ Sword” (Amisos, 6.96g) 


9 coins out of 384 (2.3%) 


Grand total: 48 out of 1,299 (3.7%) 


By the way, these meagre but meaningful statistics show to what extent Mith- 
ridatic bronzes appear in Bosporan excavations (nearly 4% of the total amount 
of recovered coins, most of them from Imperial Roman times). They can be 
paralleled with the numbers put forward by Р.О. Kary&kovskijB 
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Table 7. Types of Mithridatic bronzes found in the Bosporos. 


Bosporos 

Pontic types Karyskovskij 1965 Table 6 

Apollo/Tripod 1 - 

Perseus/Pegasos 4 

Dionysos/ Cista 9 9 (6 for IGCH 1141 = 
Myrmekion 2552-7) 

Zeus/ Eagle (heavy) 2 - 

Ares/Sword 16 7 

Zeus/ Eagle (light) 45 22 (18 Sinope, 2 Pharnakia, 
1 Amastris and Amisos) 

Athena/ Perseus 2 1 

Aegis/ Nike 17 6 

Total 96 47 


This strong agreement gives a special place to the type “Zeus/ Eagle” of light 
standard (c. 46%). This is in stark contrasts to the usual representation of that 
type in the Pontic kingdom itself. With 37 specimens out of 1,133 Mithridatic 
bronzes, the type “Zeus/Eagle” only counts for 3.3% in the Amasya Mus- 
eum recently published by Stanley Ireland. Similarly, in my database which 
mainly gathers material from public collections and sale catalogues, the type 
“Zeus/Eagle” is attested by 360 specimens out of a total of 2,404 Mithridatic 
bronzes (thus 15.0%). 

Actually - and I refer once again to my paper given in Bordeaux - it seems 
that types "Zeus/Eagle" and " Ares/Sword" were struck at the same time by 
different mints. It looks like as if inland mints were in charge of producing 
the type "Ares/Sword", whereas coastal mints (Amastris, Sinope, Pharna- 
kia * Amisos) were asked to produce the type "Zeus/Eagle". Anyway, it 
must be clear that - at a moment and for a reason we cannot determine - a 
massive influx of Sinopean "Zeus/ Eagle" bronzes occurred in the Bosporos 
(and, despite the well-known economic role played by Sinope as witnessed 
by amphoras, it may be better to suspect here something linked to a Mithri- 
datic garrison). 

To be brief, the sequence of Imhoof-Blumer, although confirmed to a 
certain extent, has to be severely modified. Despite the existence of a unique 
variety with the letters [KX (thus 223, i.e. the year 75/74 BC [two known speci- 
mens struck with the same pair of dies]), we may assume that no significant 
strike of Mithridatic bronzes ever occurred after the end of the first war (85 
BC). This has major historical consequences for our understanding of Mith- 
ridates’ monetary policy, about which I shall say nothing here. Obviously, it 
compresses the sequence of issues into a possibly short period of time. Here 
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is the proposal I am tempted to defend and for which it is safer not to be too 
precise with chronological limits: 


Table 8. Proposed sequence of issues for Mithridatic bronzes. 


(2.55g) 


Ama |Ami Kab |Cha|Kom Gaz|Lao Pha Tau |Amas |Pim Sin Dia |Tot 
Artemis/ Tri- 
pod (c. 7.70g) s bd ls 7 do pol i Ша 
Perseus/ Pilei 
(c. 4.109) 30°|60| = ||» ОРЕ e | ee ie EE] m |6? 
Eros/Bowcase 
(c. 3.90g) ee nis» [rns i "bue i dd 5 
Apollon/ Tri- 
pod (c. 2.70g) SP od Hd е d Do A m 
Young boy/ 
Bowcase (c. - |36 1)1 - - 1.1/1 1 - - | 5 | - | 46 
20.13g) 
Perseus/Pegas- 
os (c. 12.172) - 9 | 1 113| 1 - 11/11 - - 117 
Dionysos/ Cista 
(c. 8.19g) - |23|- | - 4 |227 
Panther/ Cista _ 4 _ _ ||| _ MEM MO ^ 
(c. 4.00g) 
Zeus/ Eagle 
(c. 19.52g) 15 |38) 5 1 1 15/2 12 15 | 14 118 
Ares/Sword |40 Б 5 |36| - |21] 5| 1 |14| 6 |17|28| - (зв 
(c. 7.93g) 
Zeus/ Eagle 
(c. 7.90g) 3 |137| 1 84 26 70 | 39 |360 
Herakles/ Club 
(c. 4.40g) 7 3 “ІС 7 do pol күр ү 
Herakles/ Club _ 3 _ _ _ "EDEN _ EIL 
(c. 1.50g) 
Athena/ Per- 
seus (18.61g) - 11401121411 |1 3 | 2 12 39 - |44| 1 |259 
Aegis/ Nike 
(7.32g) - [311| 35 26 | 43 | - | 8 61 71 555 
Dionysos/ 
Thyrsos (3.718) | ^ 26 | 4 2| 8 7 1 3 51 
Perseus/Harpa | | 17 2|. _ olola]: _ -|12..12 
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Now Imhoof-Blumer's sequence and chronology have been accepted by schol- 
ars as the crucial argument in the dating of Bosporan bronze issues, then sil- 
ver issues and, finally, Bosporan archaeological contexts of those times. Let 
us remember that: 1) several monetary types of Bosporan bronzes have been 
massively overstruck, inter alia on Mithridatic bronzes; 2) as shown, many 
Mithridatic bronzes have been found in Bosporan excavations; 3) the very 
pattern of strikes among the Bosporan cities (Pantikapaion, Phanagoria and 
Gorgippia) looks similar to the one imposed by Eupator on the cities of his 
kingdom (community of types and even of monograms) and 4), speaking of 
monograms, some have been impressed by what appears to them as a too 
close a connection between Bosporan and Mithridatic monograms (chiefly for 
the Bosporan anonymous [type "Dionysos/ Bowcase"] and the Mithridatic 
type ^Dionysos/ Cista"). 

Chronologies of Bosporan coinages struck at the end of the 2nd century 
and during the first half of the 1st century BC do not seem to be firmly estab- 
lished. Table 9 below follows up various recent proposals made by some 
authorities on the subjectH 

The reasons, largely based on the study of the Mithridatic bronzes, which 
enable us to improve those chronologies have been explained elsewhere I 
shall restrict myself to giving again the table of results (Table 10), which is 
the suggested improved chronology. 

Bosporan coinages under Mithridatic influence are the ones dated from 85 
to 70 BC, that is, after the end of the first Mithridatic war (89-85 BC) and not 
the vague dates of "c. 100-75 BC" which - one suspects - have been proposed 
in order to cover the zenith of the Mithridatic power. 

Traditional dates for those issues in the scholarly tradition are “90-80 
BC". As far as I can see, these are the results of several misunderstandings of 
numismatic material. Taking for granted the chronology of Imhoof-Blumer, 
scholars observed that Mithridatic bronzes were numerous in the Bosporos 
for the periods "c. 105-90 BC" (which, according to Imhoof, includes type 
" Aegis/ Nike", which is the commonest of all types struck by Pontic cities, 
as well as type " Ares/Sword") and "c. 80-70 BC"" (which, according to the 
same Imhoof, is the period of the type "Zeus/Eagle", over-represented in 
Bosporan excavations). Conversely, bronzes of Group V, dated "c. 90-80 BC" 
("Dionysos/ Cista") were much rarer. Then, creating some confusion between 
time of production and time of circulation, those scholars were inclined to 
date the group of Bosporan issues struck under Mithridatic influence to the 
years "90-80 BC", in accordance with the horror vacui principle. From these 
tricky assumptions, a theory was devised whose main lines were: Mithridates 
Eupator later interfered with monetary affairs of the Bosporos (c. 90 BC). His 
policy was initially a very favourable one for the Greek cities of Pantikapaion, 
Phanagoria and Gorgippia which kept their rights to strike coins (or better, 
were encouraged to strike coins) as a sign of their autonomy (this being the 
period “90-80 BC"). Then, around 80 BC, Eupator, whose power was now 
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increasingly challenged after his defeat by the Romans and the Treaty of 
Dardanos signed in 85 BC, decided to, or had to, be less liberal. He abolished 
the monetary rights of the Bosporan cities and imported a huge amount of 


coins of Sinope ("80-70 BC"). 


Table 9. Recent proposals of chronologies for Bosporan coinages 
(End of the 2nd c.-First half of the 1st c. BC). 


Types Anochin Price Stancomb Frolova 
1986 1993 2000 2003 

Head of Poseidon r./Prow 109-100 - E. 2nd c.-B. E. 2nd-B. 
(AE - c. 18g) 1st c. 1st c. 
Bust of Artemis r./Stag lying l. 109-100 | E. 2nd-c. 50 | E. 2nd c. B. 1st c. 
(AE - c. 7g) 
Artemis/Stag feeding r. 90-80 100-75 - 100-75 
(AR - drachm) 
Dionysos/Crown 90-80 100-75 100-75 100-75 
(AR - didrachm) 
Dionysos/ Stag running r. 100-90 100-75 - 100-75 
(AR - drachm) 
Head of Men/Dionysos stand- 90-80 100-75 100-75 100-75 
ing 1. (AE - c. 17g) 
Head of Apollon r./ Tripod and 90-80 100-75 100-75 100-75 
thyrsos (AE - c. 8g) 
Head of Dionysos r./ Bowcase 80-70 c. 50 1st c. (1st E. 2nd-63 
(AE - c. 18g) half) 
Head of Dionysos r./ Thyrsos 90-80 100-50 100-75 Ist c. 
(AR - c. 4g) (2nd half) 
Head of Dionysos r./ Thyrsos 90-80 E. 2nd-B. - Ist c. 
(AR - c. 1.9g) 1st c. (2nd half) 
Head of Apollon r./ Eagle on 70-63 100-75 c. 50 After 63 
fulmen (AE - c. 15g) 
Bust of Nike/Prow (AE - c. 17g) |50/49-48/7 c. 50 49/8-45/4 c. 50 
Bust of Nike/Prow (AE - c. 8g) |50/49-48/7 c. 50 49/8-45/4 c. 50 
Head of Apollon-Asander r./ 47-37 c. 50 1st c. 2nd - 


Pegasos feeding 


half) 
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Table 10. Improved chronology for Bosporan coinages (c. 100-40 BC). 


End 2nd c. or beginning of the Ist c. BC 


Head of Dionysos/ Stag running r. (AR - drachm, c. 4g) 


Pantikapaion, Gorgippia 


c. 100-c. 88 BC? 


Head of Poseidon r./Prow (AE - c. 18g) 


Pantikapaion 


c. 95-c. 86 BC? 


Bust of Artemis r./Stag lying l. (AE - c. 7g) 


Pantikapaion, Phanagoria 


c. 90-80 BC? 


Head of Artemis r./Stag feeding r. (AR - drachm, c. 4 g) 


Pantikapaion 


c. 85-c. 70 BC? 


Head of Dionysos r./ Crown and bunch of grapes (AR 
- didrachm, c. 8.5g) 


Pantikapaion, Phanago- 
ria, Gorgippia 


Head of Dionysos r./ Thyrsos (AR - Drachm, c. 4g) 


Phanagoria 


Head of Dionysos r./ Thyrsos (AR - Hemidrachm, 
c. 1.9g) 


Pantikapaion, Phanagoria 


Head of Men r./ Dionysos standing I. (AE - c. 17g) 


Pantikapaion, Phanago- 
ria, Gorgippia 


Head of Apollo r./ Tripod and thyrsos (AE - c. 8g) 


Pantikapaion, Phanago- 
ria, Gorgippia 


c. 80-c. 63 BC? 


Head of Dionysos r./ Bowcase (AE - c. 18g) 


Bosporan anonymous 


c. 63-c. 49 BC? 

Head of Apollon r./ Eagle on fulmen (AE - c. 15g) Pantikapaion 

Head of Apollon r./ Tripod (AE - c. 8g) Pantikapaion 

c. 49-c. 44 BC? 

Bust of Nike/Prow (AE - c. 17g) APXONTO2Z AZANAPOY 
Bust of Nike/Prow (AE - c. 8g) АРХОМТОХ АХАМАРОҮ 
Second half of the 2nd с. BC 

Head of Apollon r./Pegasos feeding 1. (AE - c. 7.5g) Pantikapaion 


There is nothing to recommend in this reconstruction. The three errors are: 1) 
to have taken the chronology of Imhoof-Blumer for granted, 2) to have con- 
fused time of production with time of circulation and 3) to think that monetary 
issues are a clear sign of autonomy. This last assumption, sometimes called 
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among numismatists "lex seyrigiana" or "Lex Seyrig", from Henry Seyrig, 
has received considerable criticism in recent times (after Martin 1985). The 
many counter-examples we might propose have recently encouraged some 
to downgrade the importance of the right to strike coins to a minor privilege, 
which may coexist with a lack of autonomy H This explanation is missing the 
point, I think. Monetary strikes by Athens under Antigonos Gonatas or by 
Pontic or Bosporan cities under Mithridates Eupator were not the result of 
some benevolentia or toleration by a king who wished to please the cities. Quite 
the opposite: they were encouraged by the king to serve his policy. 

What appears now is a very different scenario for the Bosporos. The first 
phase, which may have started late (c. 90 BC or after), was a massive import 
of Mithridatic bronzes in the Bosporan kingdom, beginning with the type 
"Zeus/Eagle" from Sinope. This flow is likely to have been prolonged in the 
eighties. Then, not before 85 BC and possibly as late as 80 BC or even 75 BC, 
several local issues were minted, both silver and bronze, in Pantikapaion, 
Phanagoria and Gorgippia. Those issues, Mithridatic indeed by their types 
and their pattern (but which could be attributed to Machares), do not mean 
that the cities in question were free but, instead, that Pontic power took care 
to control and direct the monetary production. By the way, from a quantita- 
tive point of view (which, so far, is lacking), it seems that those issues are not 
as significant or large as generally assumed. 

That this scenario has to be negotiated (a more trendy word than "dis- 
cussed" - see M. Lawall in this volume) is clear. But it is altogether clear that 
numismatic chronologies do not support the fiction of a Mithridates Eupa- 
tor, first friendly and respectful, then obliged to be brutal with the Bosporan 
cities. 
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The Date of the Alliance between 
Chersonesos and Pharnakes 
(IOSPE P, 402) and its Implications 


Jakob Munk Hajte 


INTRODUCTION 


IOSPE Р, 402 serves as an excellent example of the difficulties involved in 
establishing links between different chronologies. In this case not only linking 
the era in the inscription - termed the year-count of king Pharnakes of Pontos 
- to our Gregorian calendar, but also to other ancient calendar systems and 
to the relative chronologies of amphora stamps. 

As one of the very few pieces of evidence in the Black Sea area with the 
potential of providing an absolute date before the reign of Mithridates VI 
Eupator, the inscription has entered discussions on a wide range of topics, 
some of which have wider chronological implications, such as the chronology 
of Chersonesos in the first half of the second century BC, not least the sequence 
of stamped amphoras; the date of the first Roman involvement in the Black 
Sea area and its extent, and the accession dates of the kings of Pontos, only 
to mention the most important ones. 

Dated to 179 BC in its first publication, in the belief that it formed part 
of the peace treaties described by Polybios in the aftermath of the Pontic 
War (Polyb. 25.2.3-15), and further substantiated by a constructed, otherwise 
unattested calendar system starting at the accession of Mithridates II of Kios 
(836-302 BC), this was long accepted as the correct date - and still is by many. 
In the early 1980s, however, two scholars, Burstein and McGing, separately 
reached the conclusion that the inscription was dated far too early, and that 
it was more likely the Seleucid calendar was in use in Pontos at the time of 
PharnakesB According to the Seleucid calendar the inscription dates to 155 
BC. 

Given the importance attached to the date of the inscription, I think it is 
worth examining the sources and the arguments for and against each of the 
proposed dates once again, and in addition reflecting on their implications 
on the chronology of the Black Sea area. 
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THE INSCRIPTION 


The inscription under discussion, found in Chersonesos in 1908 near the 
North-Eastern Basilica and published four years later by Leper, had been 
reused in the construction of a well. Its original context can therefore not be 
determined. It is a stele of which the bottom part has been fully preserved, 
whereas the top is broken. The remaining part, forty-seven cm. in height, 
contains thirty-two lines of text, the first seven of which are only partly pre- 
served. 

The drawing of the inscription in IOSPE (Fig. 1) shows the sides of the stele 
as slanting only slightly inwards, suggesting that it may have had a consid- 
erable height. This has given some scholars the impression that only a small 
part of the inscription has been preserved In reality, the sides are somewhat 
more slanted (Fig. 2) and the stone cannot have contained many more lines 
than the ones we can reconstruct with reasonable certainty. 


OTHP OoNOT OY TOYH PO 4 
О TEBAYIAEY2 ФАР NAKH 
x SEY ANT ONAL TON METTRA 
OYOMNY К. A|ATHNHAIONO О, 

KAIT'AZAX SI AOXEXOMAIXEPZONH УТ. л 


TOXKAIANOIVAPAKEIME МОВАР BAPOIL'T 


AIASYAAE AT HNAHMOKPATIANKATATO 
AYNATONEMMENONT.ANENTHIT'POZE 
MESIAIAIKAITONAY T ONO PK oNOMO ZANT 
THNTET'POzPALMAloY ФІЛ АМУАФҮЛАХ TON 
TANKAIMHAE NENANTIONAY TOIZT'PAZZON 
"HANE YoPKOYN T IMENEY EIHETTIOPKOYNTT IAE TA, 
NANTIAoAEOPkoroYTOZ TYNE TEAE LOHEN 
TAUER AOMOIRAIMENT HKOZ TOHEAIERATOT. TOY 
ETEIMHNo х Мар IYASAN YBALIAEYESAPNAKÉR 


Fig. 1. Line drawing of IOSPE Г, 402. 


The Date of the Alliance between Chersonesos and Pharnakes 139 


Fig. 2. Photo of IOSPE Г, 
402 in Chersonesos Museum 
(author's photo). 


The inscription contains two seemingly rather similar oaths sworn by the 
city of Chersonesos and Pharnakes I, the king of Pontos, respectively, to ratify a 
defensive alliance (see appendix 1 for the text and translation). Lines 1-6 states 
that the Chersonesites will preserve the kingdom (of Pharnakes) to the best of 
their ability as long as Pharnakes retains friendly relations with the city and 
with the Romans and does nothing to harm them. Lines 6-10 dates the oath 
according to the local calendar using eponymous magistrates and Herakleios, 
the name of a month. This is unfortunately of no help in dating the inscrip- 
tion, since we have very little knowledge about the sequence of Chersonesean 
magistrates Lines 10-29 give the complete oath sworn by Pharnakes to two 
ambassadors sent from Chersonesos. Pharnakes promises eternal friendship 
with Chersonesos, and if the neighbouring barbarians march against the city 
or the city's chora, and they apply to him for help, he will come to their aid 
if he can. Furthermore, he will not take any action which might harm the 
Chersonesites, but will preserve their democracy to the best of his ability. 
Again, Roman philia must also be observed by Chersonesos. Finally, in lines 
29-32 the oath is dated to the year 157 in the month of Daisios according to 
the year-count of Pharnakes. The number is spelled out, and an error on the 
part of the stone cutter can therefore be ruled out. 
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The question is what calendar system the year-count of Pharnakes refers 
to. The only well-attested era in Pontos appears continuously on coins of 
Mithridates VI Eupator only from 96/95 BC. This calendar can with great 
certainty be proven to be identical to the Bithynian calendar, the so-called 
“king's era", starting in October 297 ВСЯ But this era can be ruled out in the 
case of IOSPE Р, 402, since Pharnakes certainly was long dead by the 157th 
year, which equals our 141/140 BC. With 179 BC in mind as its likely date, 
Leper, followed by Rostovtzeff, looked back into the history of the kings of 
Pontos to find an event suitable as the starting point of an era. 


THE DYNASTS OF KIOS AND THE QUESTION OF THE 
IDENTITY OF MITHRIDATES I KTISTES 


The kings of Pontos were descendants of Persian dynasts in the city of Kios, 
of whom Mithridates I is the first known {He is only mentioned by Diodoros 
Sikulos (15.90.3) and although we do not know the time of his death, he was 
certainly succeeded by an Ariobarzanes. One possibility is that it was the Ario- 
barzanes who later became satrap of Phrygia and was executed for his role 
in the revolt against the Great King from 368/367 BC. He was later betrayed 
by his son Mithridates and put to death (Diod. 15.90.3). The successor was 
then his oldest son, another Ariobarzanes. However, Diodoros could have 
erroneously fused together two different dynastic lines with homonymous 
rulers - the satraps at Daskyleion and the dynasts of Kios, in which case there 
need not have been more than one Ariobarzanes, the son of Mithridates I, 
who ruled from 362 BCA During the year 337/336 BC, dated by the Athenian 
archon Phrynichos, Diodoros relates that Ariobarzanes died after reigning for 
twenty-six years and that Mithridates II succeeded him and reigned for thirty- 
five years (Diod. 16.90.2) - that is, until 302/301 BC. In that year Mithridates 
II came under suspicion of conspiring against Antigonos and was executed 
near Kios. Another Mithridates (III) inherits the dominion but is warned by 
his friend Demetrios Poliorketes, the son of Antigonos, that he too is under 
suspicion, and so he flees to Paphlagonia, where he ruled for thirty-six yearsH 
Diodoros calls him the son of Mithridates (Diod. 22.111.4), while Plutarch says 
that he was the son of Ariobarzanes (Plut., Vit. Demetr. 4.1). This small problem 
aside, the larger problem of which of the two last Mithridates was reckoned as 
the founder of the kingdom of Pontos relates directly to the discussion of the 
date of IOSPE P, 402. Adherents of the date 179 ВС Һауе argued that Mith- 
ridates II was regarded as the founder of the dynasty. This would account for 
the information in Appian (App., Mith. 9 &12) and Plutarch (Plut., Vit. Demetr. 
4.4) that Mithridates VI Eupator was the eighth king of Pontos and the sixth 
to be called Mithridates. Furthermore, this reconstruction would account for 
the five royal tombs in Amaseia, one of which was left unfinished, presum- 
ably when Pharnakes moved the capital to Sinope after its capture in 183 BC. 
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What looms in the background, however, is the desire to provide the necessary 
event by which IOSPE P?, 402 could be dated to 179 BC. 

Serious objections against this scheme have been raised. Firstly, since the 
Macedonian month Daisios, roughly corresponding to the month of May, 
appears in IOSPE P, 402, we should expect that as in the Macedonian calendar 
the new year started with the autumn equinox. Diodoros, on the other hand, 
uses the Athenian calendar, which began in midsummer, and there is thus no 
overlapping between the year of the accession of Mithridates II of Kios and 
the 157th year if we count backwards from a supposed date of the inscription 
in May 179 BCH Dating IOSPE P, 402 correctly according to the information 
given by Diodoros would result in May 180 BC, a complete impossibility, since 
fighting between Pharnakes and Eumenes backed by the Romans was still 
going on at that time. Secondly, we would have to disregard the evidence of 
Plutarch (Plut., Vit. Demetr. 4.1), who specifically says that the founder of the 
dynasty was the younger Mithridates, a contemporary of Demetrios. Thirdly, 
we would have a calendar system that absolutely no other evidence supports 
- a possibility, of course, but dubious at best. 

On the other hand, counting Mithridates the younger of Kios as the founder 
of the dynasty necessitates the insertion of an otherwise unattested Mithri- 
dates in order to make Mithridates Eupator the sixth and last king of Pontos 
to bear that name as Appianos inform us. The lack of evidence for a king of 
Pontos is not entirely surprising considering the fact that we have no liter- 
ary references to the kings in the thirty-seven years between the two attacks 
on Sinope in 220 and 183 BC, which in itself is interesting testimony to the 
hellenocentric nature of our sources. This interval of more than a generation 
could easily accommodate one further king. 


THE REIGN OF PHARNAKES 


The next complex of arguments concerns the termini of the reign of Phar- 
nakes. We know for certain that Pharnakes was king in 179 BC, but was he 
still alive in 155 BC? If it can be shown that Pharnakes no longer reigned in 
May 155 BC, the Seleucid era will be ruled out for determining the date of 
the alliance with Chersonesos. 

The first reference to Pharnakes in the literary sources dates to the winter 
or spring of 182 BC (Polyb. 23.9.13; Livy 40.2.6), when he sent ambassadors 
to the Roman Senate to present his case after accusations raised by Eumenes 
of Pergamon and the Rhodians. The Rhodians complained about the recent 
capture of Sinope by Pharnakes. The nature of the dispute between Pharnakes 
and Eumenes is not specified, but probably concerns Pharnakes' ambitions 
in Galatia. The Pontic War to which this is the prelude and conclusion, and 
to which we shall return later, is on the whole fairly well attested in Polybios, 
Livius and Diodoros. 
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After the Pontic War, Pharnakes disappears from the literary sources 
only to reappear one last time in Polybios’ statement concerning the year 170 
BC that “Pharnakes surpassed all previous kings in his contempt for laws” 
(Polyb. 27.17). Some scholars have interpreted this as an obituary notice, but 
as pointed out by Walbank in his commentary, we are dealing with a frag- 
ment, the meaning of which cannot be reconstructed Mt could feasibly be an 
introduction to something else - an instance of Pharnakes violating the peace 
treaty of 179 BC, for example. Therefore this piece of evidence should not be 
overemphasized. Apart from this we have no definite information regarding 
the date of the death of Pharnakes. The earliest reference to the successor to 
Pharnakes occurs in the winter of 155/154 BC, when Mithridates IV acts as 
an ally of Attalos II against Prusias (Polyb. 33.12.1). Consequently, Pharnakes 
could feasibly have entered the alliance with Chersonesos in May 155 BC dur- 
ing the last year of his reign. 

A very important document concerning the life of Pharnakes, an honor- 
ary decree erected on Delos by the Athenians (IG XI, 1056), has ironically 
been used in support of both an early accession and a late death. It records 
Pharnakes' reception of Athenian ambassadors and his promise to make pay- 
ments according to a previous agreement despite his present difficulties. It 
further records his recent marriage to Nysa, the daughter of Antiochos and 
Laodike H4 

Based on a restoration in line 2 of the archon’s name as Tychandros because 
of the appearance of a secretary from Marathon, the decree has been assigned 
the date 160/159 BC Hand it has been used as the primary argument against 
the theory of the obituary notice in Polybios. However, in 1992 (after Burstein 
and McGing and after the completion of the thorough work by Leschhorn, 
Antike Aren), Stephen Tracy тејесіей this date and instead proposed the much 
earlier date of 196/195 ВСІ He identifies the stone cutter of the inscrip- 
tion with a known Athenian stone cutter who was active in the period from 
226/225 to about 190 BC, and further supports the date with a prosopographi- 
cal study of the persons mentioned, which also points to a date in the 190s 
BC. The specific date 196/195 BC is the only available slot in the Athenian 
list of archons during this period for a secretary from Marathon. Nysa then 
becomes the daughter of Antiochos III, whose intention, Tracy argues, was 
to prepare the way for the re-conquest of Asia Minor. If Tracy's observa- 
tion is correct, the manoeuvre, for all we know, did not prove successful in 
involving Pharnakes actively in the war. Intermarriage between the Seleucid 
and Pontic dynasties was not a new phenomenon either: Mithridates II had 
married Laodike, the sister of Seleukos II, and the daughter of Mithridates II 
had married Achaios the brother-in-law of Seleukos II. It need not have had 
direct strategic implications. 

Tracy does have a point in saying that the inscription must belong early 
in his reign. The fact that Athens sent ambassadors and the nature of their 
errand imply that Pharnakes had recently come to power, and the financial 
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Fig. 3. Fragment of the base on the Capitol in Rome (CIL P? 2, 730 = CIL VI, 30922) with 
a dedication by Mithridates Philopator Philadelphos, who can probably be identified 
as Mithridates IV (author's photo). 


obligations he promises to take on reasonably belong to an earlier agreement 
between Athens and the father of Pharnakes. Furthermore, an interdynastic 
marriage would make far more sense early in the reign than towards its end 
in 159 BC. The new date removes the only definite evidence for Pharnakes 
after Polybios' so-called obituary, but as stated above the meaning of this 
passage cannot be determined with certainty. 

A base found on the Capitol in Rome (Fig. 3) with dedications by kings 
and cities of Asia Minor, including one by a king Mithridates with the epithets 
Philopator and Philadelphos, has been the subject of much controversy H It 
needs to be mentioned here because it has been part of the argument in favour 
of 170 BC as the year of the death of Pharnakes. Judging from the dedication 
of the Lycian koinon, which for historical reasons must date shortly after 168 
BC, when Roman intervention secured Lycian independence from Rhodos, it 
would seem that Mithridates was the brother and successor of Pharnakes, and 
that he ruled shortly after 170 BC. However, some of the other dedications 
on the base seemed impossible to reconcile with a date around 168 BC, and 
Mommsen and Degrassi for paleographical and typological reasons favoured 
a Sullan date for the inscriptions, proposing that Mithridates was an otherwise 
unknown son of Mithridates VI Mellor, I think, offers the most convincing 
explanation for these contradictions arguing that the base is indeed Sullan 
and that the dedications had been re-inscribed from different monuments on a 
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collective base after the devastating fire of 83 BC. The date of each individual 
dedication has therefore no relation to the others, and the base thus bears no 
witness to the accession date of Mithridates IV Pd 

After the publications of Burstein and McGing, different adherents of 
the traditional date have of course responded, but the only new argument 
has been forwarded by Vinogradov Pl It concerns the consequences for the 
length of the reign of Mithridates IV. We know that Mithridates V was in 
power at the outbreak of the third Punic War (App., Mithr. 10) because he 
offers the Romans his assistance. Furthermore, if we accept the Seleucid date 
for IOSPE Р, 402, it follows that the same calendar should apply to the stele 
from Inebolu in honour of the strategos Alkimos and dated to the year 161, 
i.e. 152/151 BCBAIt has otherwise been dated to 137/136 ВС according to the 
Bithynian king's era starting in 297 BC. Using the calendar starting with the 
accession of Mithridates II of Kios would result in much too early a date for 
the inscription. This would restrict the reign of Mithridates IV to a mere three 
years, which is much too short, according to Vinogradov, for the diverse types 
found on this king's coinage and the number of specimens preserved Ei He 
compares with the reign of Mithridates V, who reigned for about 30 years, 
but of whose coinage only one or possibly two specimens are known This 
discrepancy will of course prevail no matter how long we consider the reign 
of Mithridates IV to be, and it only proves that the length of reign is far from 
the only factor in determining the volume of coinage produced. To my mind 
this should not deter us from constraining the reign of Mithridates IV to only 
three years. 

If we accept both Tracy's early date of the accession and Burstein and 
McGing's late date for his death, Pharnakes' reign stretches from c. 197 to 
155 BC. Forty-two years is a long reign, but not conspicuously long when 
compared to the reign of his grandson Mithridates VI, who ruled for more 
than half a century. If we stick to the traditional date and a foundation of the 
dynasty by Mithridates II in 336 BC, we are still faced with the problem of a 
long reign for Mithridates, the father of Pharnakes, from about 250 and into 
the second century BC. 


THESITUATION DESCRIBED IN THE INSCRIPTION 


The last set of arguments concerns the relationship between the situation 
described in IOSPE Р, 402 and our knowledge of the historical situation in 
179 BC. 

We learn from the inscription, that the city of Chersonesos is threatened 
by its neighbouring barbarians. The directness of the statement indicates that 
barbarian incursions had already taken place, or there was an immediate threat 
of attack. Although we cannot determine the conditions of the oath sworn 
by the city of Chersonesos, it seems beyond doubt that this indeed was the 
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primary reason for entering the defensive alliance. That the initiative comes 
from Chersonesos is further shown by the fact that they were the ones who 
sent ambassadors. In line 25 we learn that the alliance only comes into effect 
if the Chersonesites swear the same oath. We must imagine that the ambas- 
sadors have proposed an alliance on behalf of the people of Chersonesos. It 
would be awkward for the Chersonesites to swear an oath of alliance before 
knowing whether the counterpart would agree to it. Pharnakes agrees to an 
alliance under the terms specified and on the condition that the Chersonesites 
swear the same oath. 

The oath taken by Pharnakes may suggest that previous relations between 
Chersonesos and Pharnakes had not been altogether happy. When Pharnakes 
promises to preserve the democracy and not to plot against or harm the 
Chersonesites, it may indicate that there had been previous incidents of the 
contrary. Furthermore, the insertion of “if he is summoned” in lines 16-17 
could be interpreted as a clause against Pharnakes using barbarian incursions 
as a pretext for entering into affairs in the north Pontic without the consent 
of Chersonesos. 

How does this correspond with our knowledge of the peace treaty at the 
end of the Pontic War? Polybios describes in full the conclusion of the war and 
the terms of peace (Polyb. 25.2.3-15): “there is to be peace between Eumenes, 
Prusias and Ariarathes on the one hand and Pharnakes and Mithridates of 
Armenia on the other for all time." Then follows the precise terms - all relat- 
ing to affairs in Asia Minor - and finally a list of adscripti to the treaty, which 
among others include the cities of Herakleia, Mesembria, Chersonesos and 
Kyzikos. Polybios does not specify which side the adscripti had joined during 
the war. Some have argued that they had opposed Pharnakes, others have 
taken the opposite standpoint. There are indeed arguments in favour of both P3 
One way or the other the treaty in IOSPE P, 402 seems awkward in the context 
of 179 BC. If they had been adversaries, Pontos would certainly be a strange 
place for Chersonesos to seek aid against barbarian attacks immediately after 
the conclusion of the war. If they had joined forces, would there have been a 
need to renew the alliance under these conditions? And why the safeguarding 
against Pharnakes plotting against or harming the Chersonesites? This makes 
much more sense if the treaty is from 155 BC. At that time the Chersonesites 
could, somewhat against their will, have been forced to seek help from their 
former adversary Pharnakes, possibly because the kings of Pergamon and 
Bithynia, their previous allies, were busy waging war against each other. 

Other curiosities of IOSPE Р, 402, if viewed in the context of 179 BC, аге 
the complete absence of the other signers of the peace treaty and the absence 
of its general terms, and perhaps most importantly the strong emphasis on 
good relations with Rome, which is to be observed by both parties. This has 
always been at odds with our knowledge of Roman policy in Asia Minor at 
the time. Rome certainly had acted as intermediary on several occasions dur- 
ing the war, and had sent no fewer than three commissions to inquire into the 
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conduct of the different players £4 but in the end the war was concluded by the 
decisive action taken by Eumenes attacking Pharnakes with full force. Faced 
with defeat, Pharnakes, we hear in Polybios (25.2), sent envoys to Eumenes 
and Ariarathes to sue for peace. Rome is mentioned neither in the negoti- 
ations for peace nor in the treaty itself. Yet in IOSPE Г, 402 Rome seems to 
exert substantial influence in the Black Sea area, and in their mutual relations 
Chersonesos and Pharnakes act as if they were Roman clients. This is not 
compatible with the situation prior to the defeat of Perseus of Macedon in 168 
BC, after which Rome extended its hegemony eastwards and northwards into 
the Black Sea. Throughout the 180s and 170s BC Rome supported Eumenes 
steadily and only reluctantly entered the affairs of Asia Minor themselves. It 
would therefore be curious to find an enemy of Eumenes during the Pontic 
War promising to uphold philia with Rome as early as 179 ВС] 

Rather than being part of the peace treaty described by Polybios, IOSPE 
P, 402 appears to be an appeal by the Chersonesites for assistance against 
barbarian attacks at a date somewhat later than 179 BC. 


THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE CHERSONESEAN 
STAMPED AMPHORAS 


One of the areas where changing the date of IOSPE P, 402 will have the deepest 
implications is the chronology of the excavations carried out in Chersonesos 
and its chora. When it comes to the first half of the second century BC this is 
to a large extent built up around the date of the inscription. 

In “Ceramic Stamps of Tauric Chersonesus" from 1994, Kac divides the 
amphora stamps into three main groups, each with three or four subgroups Ё 
Kac dates the third group to the period between 230 and 185 BC. This group 
includes forty different astynomoi and is the one which mainly concerns us 
hereto. He admits that there are no good closed contexts by which to date 
the lower chronological limit, but advances two arguments: the first concerns 
the synchronicity of the latest stamps of group three with the latest stamps of 
Sinope supposed to date shortly before the capture of the town by Pharnakes 
іп 183 ВС, and the second the crises reflected in IOSPE Р, 402 with barbar- 
ians overrunning the city’s territory rendering farming unprofitable and thus 
causing the production of amphoras, primarily intended for export of wine, 
to cease. However, the destruction of the Chersonesean chora connected with 
barbarian incursions in the second century BC is primarily dated on the basis 
of ће amphora stamps, which are in turn dated on the assumption that the 
alliance with Pharnakes took place in 179 BC. Regarding the synchronicity 
with Sinopean amphora stamps, their chronology is not beyond dispute Ed We 
must at any rate calculate with the possibility of a certain time lag between 
their production and their deposit on the farms in Chersonesos. 

If we accept the Seleucid calendar date for IOSPE Р, 402, then Chersonesos 
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still held a functioning chora in 155 BC, which indeed seems to be confirmed 
by finds of Rhodian stamped amphoras in the chora, now dated by Finkiel- 
sztejn to shortly before the middle of the second century BCE In this light it 
would seem probable that the Chersonesean stamped amphoras continued 
further into the second century BC than supposed by Kac. This does not ne- 
cessarily mean that the chora functioned continuously during the first half of 
the second century BC. There may have been times during this period when 
barbarian incursions caused destruction. Placing the terminus of the Cher- 
sonesean amphora production before the date of the alliance, as Kac does, 
must at any rate be false, since IOSPE P, 402 specifically states that a chora 
worth defending still existed. 


CONCLUSION 


Currently no definite proof exists for either of the proposed dates for IOSPE 
P?, 402. It is possible that this may turn up in the future, most likely in the 
form of proof that either Pharnakes or Mithridates IV was king in the period 
between 170 and 155 BC. Until then, the Seleucid calendar seems most the 
probable for determining the date of the inscription, and, consequently, the 
history of Chersonesos in the first half of the second century BC needs to be 
reconsidered. Most importantly the date of the termination of the produc- 
tion of stamped amphoras needs to be determined more precisely, as this is 
paramount for understanding the chronology of the city's chora. IOSPE P, 
402 does not support the proposed date of about 180 BC and other criteria 
should be sought. 
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Appendix 1. Text and translation 


IOSPE Т2, 402: 


[cvovótaóuAaSoQ0uev vàv одто9 ВовһдеЧоу| 

[kata tò боуотоу, Eupevovtloc Ev тбл 100' ó[uec] 
[ф1Ал ол, тау те roti Poulaiovs ф.Мау dstadvAd[o]- 
[соутос kai uimó£]v Еуаутіоу aoi лрбо- 

(соутос. EdlopKodot LEV биту ed ein, ExLopKODd- 

[ot бё ta]vavtia. 6 бё ӛркос о0тос CvVETE- 

[Aé]oOn unvoc ‘HpaxAetov лғутеколдекбта[1], 
BaotAevovtos AnoAXAo60pov то? ‘Hpoyei- 

TOV, үроцџатғ%оутос Hpoddtov то? ‘Hpo- 

бото. ӧркос̧, бу ğuoce PaotrEvsG Фарубктс 
лреофеовдутоу тор" avtov Мдтртос Kat 'HpakAel[t]- 
ov. ouvda Ata, Гду, "HAtov, 02006 Ovunriovs таутос 
кої ласас. фос ёсорол XEpoovyoitats бі tav- 
тос, кої ду ot лорокеішеуот BápBopot otpatEvwMotv 
еті Xepoóvnoov ў thv kpatouuévnv DIO Xepoo- 
vnottóv YOPAV ў 0б1к@сту Xepoovnoitac, кої ènt- 
KAA@VTAt ре, ВоцӨтсо adtoic, коӨфс ду ў LOL kat- 
рос, kai ouk &rifovAe000 XEpoovyoitats кот ovdéva 
тротоу, OVSE GTPATEVOW ETL Xepoóvnoov, обЕ 
олла Evavtta Өббоцол Херооупсітолс, ovde лрбёо 
KOTO XEPOOVIOLTOV 0 pée БАдлтелу 

TOV ӛТіроу TOV XEPOOVIOLTOV, GAAG ovv- 

SLAdvAGE Tv SNLOKPATLAV кото TO 

óvvatóv, EUMEVOVTOV EV TIL лрос £- 

LE OLALAL koi TOV отоу OPKOV OLOOEVTOV, 

TV тє трос Popatoug ф/Лоу ŝtapviaoccóv- 

TOV кої UNSEV EVAVTLOV GVTOIG лрасобу- 

TOV. EDOPKODVTL LEV £0 ein, EXLOPKODVTL бе tå- 
vavtia. 0 ёё ӛркос о®тос cuveteAéo0n £v 

TOL EBSOUOL ҡол MEVINKOOTOL koi £xotootót 

Етел, urvóc Aatotov, коӨФс BactAEeds Форубк[тс] 
бүк. 
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Translation by Burstein (1980, 4): 


[... but we shall attempt to preserve his ki|ngd[om to the best of our ability so 
long as he remains in friendship] with us and preserves friendship [with the 
Rom]ans and does [nothin]g against them. May all be well with us if we do 
not violate our oath and the opposite if we do. This oath was sworn on the 
fifteenth day of the month Herakleios when Apollodorus son of Herogeiton 
was king and Herodotus son of Herodotus secretary. 

The oath which king Pharnaces swore when Matris and Heracleius went 
on embassy to him. I swear by Zeus, Ge, Helius and all the Olympian gods 
and goddesses. I will be a friend to the Chersonesites for all time. If the 
neighboring barbarians march against Chersonesus or the territory ruled by 
Chersonesus or injure the Chersonesites and they summon me, I will come 
to their aid if I can, and I will not plot against the Chersonesites nor will I 
do anything against the Chersonesites which might harm the Chersonesites, 
but I will attempt to preserve the democracy to the best of my ability so long 
as they remain in friendship with me and swear the same oath and preserve 
friendship with the Romans and do nothing against them. May all be well 
with me if I do not violate my oath and the opposite if I do. This oath was 
sworn in the one hundred fifty-seventh year, in the month Daisios, on king 
Pharnaces' year-count. 
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Appendix 2. Chronological table 


It should be noted that only dates that are relevant to the present discussion 
are included in the table, and in several instances different propositions for 
dates are listed. 


5th-4th cent. Mithridatid dynasts in Kios and possibly іп Mysia and among 
the Mariandynians 


363/362 Death of Ariobarzanes or Mithridates? Accession of Ariobar- 
zanes 

337/336 Death of Ariobarzanes; accession of Mithridates II = I Ktistes 
of Pontos? 

302/301 Execution of Mithridates II; accession of Mithridates III = Mith- 
ridates I Ktistes of Pontos?, who flees (or had already fled) to 
Paphlagonia 

281? Mithridates I Ktistes assumes the title of basileus 

266 Death of Mithridates I; accession of Ariobarzanes 

c. 250 Death of Ariobarzanes; accession of Mithridates II 

220 Attack on Sinope by Mithridates II (or possibly Mithridates 
III) 

? Death of Mithridates II; accession of Mithridates III 

? Death of Mithridates III; accession of Pharnakes 

195 Date proposed by Tracy for IG XI, 1056 mentioning the mar- 
riage between Pharnakes and Nysa 

183 Pharnakes conquers Sinope 

183-179 Pontic War between Pharnakes and Mithridates of Armenia 
on the one side and Eumenes, Prusias and Ariarathes on the 
other 

182 Earliest literary reference to Pharnakes 

179 Traditional date of IOSPE P, 402 according to calendar starting 
with the accession of Mithridates II of Kios 

170 Polybios (27.17): “Pharnakes surpassed all previous kings in 
his contempt for the laws". Obituary? 

160 Previously accepted date for IG XI, 1056 mentioning the mar- 
riage between Pharnakes and Nysa 

155 Proposed date of IOSPE Г, 402 according to the Seleucid cal- 
endar 

155 Death of Pharnakes? 

155/154 Earliest literary reference to Mithridates IV 

152 Date according to the Seleucid era of the Inebolu inscription 


mentioning Mithridates V 
149 Earliest literary reference to Mithridates V 
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Hellenistic Chersonesos: 
Towards Establishing a Local Chronology 


Vladimir F. Stolba 


INTRODUCTION 


As in the case of many other colonies of the Pontic Greeks, any attempt at 
establishing a local chronology of Hellenistic Chersonesos is hampered by the 
scarcity of literary sources and the relatively small number of inscriptions, 
which may contribute to this task. 

Because of their prosopographical data, local amphora stamps - the chron- 
ology of which was developed recently by Vladimir I. Kad]- are usually con- 
sidered the most reliable criterion not only for dating archaeological contexts, 
but also for adjusting both numismatic and epigraphic chronologies. Thus, for 
instance, the settlement chronology of the Chersonesean chora is mainly based 
on the local amphora stamps as well as on the stamps of Thasos, Sinope and 
Rhodos, while all other groups of artefacts like amphoras, black-glazed pot- 
tery, and even coins, play in fact an auxiliary role, first and foremost because 
of the degree of precision they may offer. Similarly, the stamp chronology 
was applied for re-dating one of the central epigraphical documents of Cher- 
sonesos, the so-called statement of the land lease (IOSPE P, 403) E As stressed 
by Ju.G. Vinogradov and A.N. Séeglov, the prosopographical analysis of the 
inscription is based mainly on "the 2-4 elaborated chronological 
classification of Chersonesean amphora stamps". 

We must admit, however, that in contrast to a number of other scholars, 
both historians and archaeologists, who in their conception rely on the stamp 
chronology as if it were firmly established, V.I. Kac himself fully realizes the 
danger of such an idealization Ë Although playing a crucial role in establish- 
ing a general chronology of Chersonesos, the devising of the chronology for 
the local amphora stamps still proves to lack so-called fixed points. 


CHERSONESEAN AMPHORA STAMP CHRONOLOGY 


КАС'Ѕ CHRONOLOGICAL SEQUENCE 


The chronology developed by Kac is based mainly on typological observa- 
tions. Taking as his point of departure the belief that the composition and 
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Fig. 1. Typology of the Chersonesean amphora stamps (after Kac 1985). 
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arrangement of the basic elements of a reading constitute the most important 
typological feature, he distinguishes four different types of stamps (Fig. 1)8 


Type 1 comprises stamps containing a name without patronymic, followed 
by the magistrate’s title; 

Type 2 is characterized by the legend containing a name with patronymic, 
followed by the title; 

Type 3 is composed of stamps in which the title is put before the name and 
patronymic; 

Type 4 comprises the stamp without any title in the legend. 


Whilst according to Kac the first three types apparently represent an unin- 
terrupted chronological sequence and may, therefore, each form a chronolog- 
ical group, Type 4 was considered as atypical variations of all of the three 
foregoing types of stamps. This typological study resulted in constituting 
three chronological groups consisting of three to four sub-groups each. The 
chronological limits suggested by Kac for each sub-group and correspondingly 
a number of registered magistrates are summarized in Table 1: 


Table 1. 
Groups Date Number of recorded | Number of years 
magistrates 
A 325-315 
1 b 315-300 39 40 
B 300-285 
A 285-272 
b 272-262 
2 48 55 
B 262-237 
Г 237-230 
А 230-215 
3 b 215-200 40 45 
B 200-185 
1-3 325-185 127 140 


The first question that arises is: how certain are the dates Kac has arrived at, 
not only for individual groups and sub-groups, but first and foremost for 
the most significant points for the sequence, the beginning and the end of 
the stamping? 
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EVIDENCE FOR THE STARTING DATE 


In his earlier publication from 1985 he considered the late 4th century or 
more precisely 320-315 BC as the most appropriate starting point of the local 
amphora stamping Й Nine years of intensive research resulted in pushing this 
date back by five years, i.e. to 325 BC. A.B. Kolesnikov and Ju.B. Michlin have 
arrived at almost the same conclusion suggesting that this practice began in 
the 320s and 330 BC respectively ll Whilst Michlin relies on the local coin chron- 
ology, which in itself needs a number of further adjustments, Kac’s attempt 
based on the closed ceramic deposits is undoubtedly to be preferred. How- 
ever, even in this case the context, which at first glance seemed to be fairly 
well datable, may cause some confusion depending on which of the existing 
ceramic or amphora stamp chronologies the scholars rely on. 


“Closed” deposits: Chersonesean theatre and Majak 


Among the most important deposits, which Kac refers to in order to substan- 
tiate the suggested date 325 BC are two collections of amphora stamps obtained 
by the excavations in the distant chora of Chersonesos and in the city itself. 
The last of the contexts is a fill underlying the ruins of the early Hellenistic 
theatre comprising over 200 tile and amphora stamps of Mende, Akanthos, 
Knidos, Thasos, Herakleia and Sinope. The total absence of Chersonesean 
stamps antedates the accumulation of the layer to the period preceding the 
introduction of the local amphora stamping. The first of the two mentioned 
assemblages where, on the contrary, the earliest Chersonesean stamps are 
well represented comes from the excavations of the farmhouses near the 
lighthouse of Eupatoria, the so-called “Majak”. According to A.B. Kolesnikov, 
who in this particular point bases his arguments largely on the stamps of 
Sinope, Herakleia and Thasos, the appearance of these farmhouses dates to 
the beginning of the last third of the 4th century BCH 

Aiming at a more accurate date for his scheme Kac adduced mostly the 
stamps of five Sinopean officials Antimachos, Gyrittos, Epielpos, Poseido- 
nios and Mantitheos since all of them are represented in both contexts as the 
youngest and the earliest magistrates respectively. ош from the chron- 
ologies of Sinopean stamps elaborated by A.B. Kolesniko Plas well as by N. 
Conovici, A. Avram and С. Воепаги-Вогаеаі ће assigns them to the 320s BC 
in the middle of chronological group 2. However, one will arrive at a differ- 
ent date when applying the stamp chronology developed more recently by 
Nikolai Е. Fedoseev Ш According to his scheme the activity of the magistrates 
in question falls into the period between 360 and 330 where Gyrittos and 
Antimachos, dated to 345-335 and to 340-330 respectively, appear to be the 
youngest. Epielpos and Poseidonios III, both ascribed 350-340, come close to 
it, and only Mantitheos, dated to 360-350 BC, seems to be an outsider. 
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Thasian stamp chronology and its implications 


The collection of Thasian stamps retrieved from the fill below the theatre pre- 
sumed to support Kac’s dating, could in fact, corroborate both his own scheme 
and the pushing up of the Sinopean chronology as suggested by Fedoseev. It 
depends greatly on how the discussion about Thasian stamp chronology is 
concluded. From 20 specimens recorded in this assemblage, eight belong to the 
second period of stamping being solely represented by the eponym Kleitos, 
who appears to be the earliest official of that period. Therefore, the transi- 
tional date from old style Thasian stamps to the stamps of the later period is 
obviously of crucial importance for the Chersonesean chronology. The same 
is true for the initial date of the Thasian stamping, since with a fixed number 
of the old-style eponyms recorded these dates become closely interrelated. 

As early as 1956, Virginia Grace publishing the Pnyx material suggested c. 
340 BC as the point when the break in the Thasian stamping system presum- 
ably happened 4 Notwithstanding the wide acceptance of Grace’s assumption, 
Kac refers to Y. Garlan, who questions the association between the conquest of 
Philip II and the Thasian stamping reform and places the transition to the new 
style stamps about ten years later, i.e. c. 330 BC/4 which by a fixed number of 
the old-style eponyms also means the lowering of the initial date from before 
400 BC proposed by Grace to c. 390. To prove this date, Garlan, like A. Avram 
in recent publication of the Thasian stamps from the Istros excavations/4 also 
takes account of the context of the 4th century fill of Pnyx IIL which seems to 
indicate the end of the early-style Thasian stamping. Yet, as stressed by Mark 
Lawall in his review from 2001 һе date of c. 330-326 BC, which both Avram 
and Garlan regard as a closing date for Pnyx III should now be reassessed in 
view of the publication by Susan I. Rotroff and John McK. Сатр! Working 
from historical and architectural sources as well as an independent analysis 
of the ceramic evidence they argue for the period between 346 and 338 BC 
as the date for the fill of period ШЇ] As shown by Lawall, most of the debris 
constituting the fill should have been deposited before 34218 

Unfortunately, as it turns out, fill III of the Athenian Assembly and the 
Agora deposits D19:1 and J13-14:1 discussed by Grace and regarded as pro- 
viding “the fixed points” for the transitional and initial dates of the Thasian 
stamping cannot here provide the required precision. Being the earliest Agora 
deposits thought to support the initial date before 400 BC, both D19:1 and 
J13-14:1 proved to contain some material of the early 4th century 4 Allowing 
some later dates for the earliest series of the Thasian stamps this fact does not 
rule out the possibility of their being contemporary with the earlier, late-fifth 
century material of these deposits. 
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Black Sea evidence for the initial and transitional dates 
of the Thasian stamping 


The Black Sea material can contribute substantially to this discussion supply- 
ing additional arguments in favour of the dates put forward by Grace. Owing 
to the finds in the Olbian storage-cellar of 1947 and grave 51 of 1912, the 
Thasian old-style eponyms Labro( ) and Ti( ) (both of Group В) are reliably 
synchronized with the Herakleian stamps of the earlier fabricant group (EFG) 
(Hermantos, Euopis, Nikasion, Rhamphias, Archelas, Dionysios, Herakleidas, 
Eupamon, Eurydamos, Kallias, Nossos, Onasos, Pyronidas, Satyrion, Silanos 
I and Theogenes) as well as with the two earliest eponyms Orthesilas and 
Aristokles of the magistrate group I (MG І) 24 According to S.Ju. Monachov 
both deposits were presumably closed within the second half of the 390s вс 
However, in V.I. Kac’s most recent chronology of the Herakleian amphora 
stamping Orthesilas and Aristokles, who are placed at the very beginning of 
sub-group A, seem to have been active in the early 3906.22 Correspondingly, 
the activity of the aforementioned fabricants is assigned to the period between 
415 and 400 BCP Even if one assumes the terminal date of ће EFG in the 
middle of the 390s, as suggested newly by Monachov Pl both of the Thasian 
eponyms recorded, are likely to be placed closer to the beginning of Group 
B. Otherwise, following Avram's and Garlan's order of the old-style Thasian 
eponyms the starting date of the stamping should lie about ten years ahead 
of the activity of Ti( ). 

Allowing for this updating of the Pnyx III chronology and both of the Olbi- 
an deposits, the transition to the Thasian new style stamps, and the activity of 
Kleitos should accordingly be moved close to the date proposed by Grace, i.e. 
about 340 or the early 330sP3 Furthermore, Michel Debidour recently argued 
for placing Kleitos among the eponyms of the old style£d This appears to be 
more in harmony with a new dating of Sinopean stamps from Chersonesos 
recorded in the fill underlying the theatre. Also the analysis of a deposit from 
a cistern below the kiln no. 9 in the south-eastern ceramic workshop of Cher- 
sonesos leads to the same conclusion. The stamp of Kleitos being the youngest 
specimen in this assemblage appears among the stamps that date in general 
from not later than the middle of the 4th century 24 

In this context the finds from the central area U7 in the settlement of Pan- 
skoe Blare also helpful. Here two stamps of Kleitos are recorded in the reliably 
stratified contexts of the so-called horizon B (Fig. 2) Like the fill underlying 
the Chersonesean theatre, the horizon B of Panskoe I/U7 is devoid of any 
amphora stamps of Chersonesos, the earliest of which emerge first in the 
overlying horizon A. The date of horizon B, thus, antedating the start of the 
Chersonesean stamping, rests mostly on the Herakleian stamps, Attic black- 
glaze and coin material. The upper sub-horizon of this layer (B,), which is best 
represented by an extramural house excavated in 1987} revealed the stamps 
of the eponyms of MG IV Silanos (with a fabricant Aristokles)Ed and Menoitios 
(with a fabricant Damophon and a kantharos as ап emblem).£4 Both of them 
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Fig. 2. The Thasian stamps of Kleitos from Panskoe I/ 
U7, horizon B. 


are to be found in sub-groups B and C of Kac’s MG IV respectively, which 
are now dated from c. 355 to the beginning of the 330s B3 Close in time is the 
lower part of the Chian amphora with a conical toe found in room 117 of the 
aforementioned house (Fig. 3.1) Pl Fragments of similar toes are associated with 
one of the stamps of Kleitos found in courtyard 18 of the О һа are datable 
to about 350 BC by analogy with the amphora from tumulus 26 (1911) in the 
necropolis of Elizavetovskoe§d Indicative also are the upper part of a necked 
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Fig. З. Panskoe I/ U7. Finds from the extramural house excavated in 1987 (sub-horizon 
B,): 1) the lower part of the Chian amphora from room 117; 2-3) fragments of the squat 
lekythoi from room 114. 
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and massive toes of the Chersonesean amphorad?lcharacteristic of Types 1- 
A-1 and 1-A-2 by Monachov, which precede the stamped specimens. 

The black-glazed material unearthed in the aforementioned house exca- 
vated in 1987, apart from a few specimens of the earlier period, fits mostly 
within these same chronological limits. The fragmentary squat lekythos with 
a red-figured palmette on the front (Fig. 3.24 as well as one with a net pat- 
tern on the body (Fig. 3.3) found on the floor of room 114, represent the 
early variants of these types, providing a date of around 350, as attested by 
the presence of both types in Olynthos H An Attic skyphos of Corinthian 
type with a zone of cross-hatching above the foot (cf. Agora XII, no. 326) as 
well as a salt-cellar of Agora XII, no. 937 type, which come from the same 
assemblage are dated to somewhere within a period from 350 to c. 330 or to 
325 BC respectively. However, all the shapes mentioned are well attested in 
a number of graves of Panskoe I necropolis, which date reliably as not later 
than 340 BC. 

The last group of artefacts pertaining to the aforementioned context are 
the coins. The three Chersonesean specimens found on the floor of room 112 
(1 ex.) and in the upper fill of the household pit within the same living unit 
(2 ex.), all of type Anokhin (1980) 57-59, are clearly associated with the last 
stage of the house's existence A similar coin comes from the layer-B floor 
of room 9 in the eastern corner of the area U7l&lThe type constitutes a half 
denomination of the larger bronze pieces (with a quadriga on the obverse 
and a kneeling warrior on the reverse, type: Anokhin (1980) 36-56), which 
were minted for about 20 years between c. 350 and с. 330 and saw even 
longer circulation Our coins being marked with the abbreviated names of 
the officials belong, however, to the earliest issues of the series at the very 
beginning of this span Ў Their circulation beyond the period of mintage, by 
contrast with the large fraction pieces, is not attested. This is quite consis- 
tent with their state of preservation, which does not show any traces of their 
being used over any longer period. Correspondingly, the youngest foreign 
coin found in layer B dates most likely to the period prior to 344 BC Thus, 
the chronology of the coins correlates entirely with that of the remaining part 
of the assemblage, which in the aggregate permits the dating of the destruc- 
tion of the house to somewhere in the period from c. 340 to c. 335 BC. Con- 
sequently, this supplies a terminus ante quem for the horizon B of Panskoe I 
and the activity of Kleitos. 

Finally, there is a body of indirect evidence for an earlier transition to the 
Thasian new style stamps, which involves the amphora chronologies of the 
other centres. The first which should be mentioned is a deposit from tumu- 
lus 8 of the Cerednikova Mogila barrow group Ed Here the single Thasian 
amphora with the new-style eponym Deialkos is associated with the seven 
Chian amphoras with a conical toe paralleled in the jars of the first half or 
the middle of the 4th century Pl one amphora of Mende dated to the 360s 3 
and a series of 23 Herakleian vessels, including 14 stamped ones. All of the 
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Fig. 4. Bronze coin of Chersonesos (Museum 
Narodowe, Warsaw, inv.-no. 155927; after a 
cast). 


Herakleian stamps are represented solely by two eponyms Amphitas and 
Bakchos. They start Kac's Group MG IV and date from about the middle of 
the 3506.34 Assuming that transition to the new style stamps in Thasos took 
place between 340 and 335 BC it makes the amphora with Deialkos, one of the 
seven first new style eponyms, less distant from the rest of the assemblage, 
which seems to me more likely. 

Indeed, pushing up the chronology of the Thasian stamps implies an ear- 
lier start of the Chersonesean stamping, which is, therefore, most probably 
to be dated somewhere in the period between c. 335 and c. 330 BC. The ques- 
tion arises, though, whether some other observations or a body of indepen- 
dent material other than stamps can verify the new initial date I think, the 
answer should be positive. The relatively late appearance of the magistrate 
stamps compared to the local wine jars, the production of which starts about 
the middle of the 4th century, is likely to be linked to a radical change in the 
city’s political system and an introduction of the democratic institutions 4 This 
process has also resulted in the appearance of the magistrate names on the 
local coins (Fig. 4)El that replaced a large issue where each series was marked 
alphabetically with a single letter. Based on independent criteria these new 
bronze issues date to the 330s Ва ала with some caution may be considered 
to be contemporary with the earliest local stamps. 


TERMINAL DATE OF THE CHERSONESEAN STAMPING 


Historical "fixed" point 


Coming back to the lower chronological limit of the stamps of Chersonesos 
we may observe that in Kac's scheme its occurrence turns out to be closely 
associated with the 80s of the 2nd century BC, mostly due to the desire to link 
it to the well-known alliance between Chersonesos and Pharnakes (IOSPE Р, 
402) and to the belief that the final destruction of the Chersonesean chora took 
place at that time. In order to set the "fixed points" both for the beginning and 
the end of stamping, which mark a period of about 150 years, he was forced to 
reserve more room for each chronological group in the hope that more names 
would come to light in addition to the 127 different officials hitherto recorded. 
The gap will be even more ample if we accept the earlier date for Kleitos and 
accordingly for the earliest Chersonesean stamps. Moreover, the "anchoring 
point" for the end date does not seem to be evident either, since 179 BC sug- 
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gested by the editor princeps for the Pharnakes’ decree and accepted by Kac 
proves to be the most doubtful of the dates proposed so far. Without going 
into details of the problem considered thoroughly by Jakob M. Нойе Jit has 
to be underscored that 155 BC proposed by S.M. Burstein and C. McGing for 
the alliance with Pharnakes and accepted later by W. Leschhorn and others] 
is more likely to be correct. This will make the gap even wider. 

Still, Kac’s suggestion of assigning the final destruction of the Chersone- 
sos’ “home” chora to the late 190s or early 180s BC causes further confusion. 
So, in the Pharnakes' decree this territory (ў Kpatovpévn nrò XEepoovynoitov 
хдро), in spite of very explicit expression of the pressure on the part of the 
neighbouring barbarians, is still meant as one, which has to be defended. 


Archaeological evidence: the Rhodian stamps 


Considering the stamp assemblages from the farmhouses on the Herak- 
leian peninsula, where the latest stamps of Chersonesos are found together 
with amphora handles from Sinope bearing the names of the officials of the 
chronological groups 5 (late) and 6, we encounter another problem, namely 
the one of their correlation with the chronology of the Rhodian stamps. Thus, 
among the material from the farmhouses in the vicinity of Chersonesos, the 
stamp of Timourrhodos, a Rhodian eponym of Group 4 is recorded El МІ. 
Zolotarev and E.Ja. Turovskij mention another Rhodian stamp of the same 
chronological group from farmhouse 26Ё@неге mention should also be made 
of the Chersonesean settlement of Kizil Jar, situated south of Eupatoria on the 
Crimean west coast. Along with the stamp of Chersonesos of Kac' Group 2T 
it revealed the Rhodian stamp of the eponym EudamosEl More material has 
been reported from the excavations in Kalos Limen. Here, V.A. Kutajsov and 
V.B. UZencev record the stamps of Pausanias III and Pythogenes, the eponyms 
of Group 4, as originating from the destruction layer of the citadelEl Another 
Rhodian stamp with the name of Gorgon is connected with a destruction of 
living-unit 2. This destruction layer yielded also a Chersonesean coin (type 
Anokhin 168-169) dated independently by Anokhin to 160-150 ВС The con- 
text of one more stamp of Rhodos found at the site and bearing the name of 
Aristomachos I remains unspecified El 

Here we should also take note of the deposit from a well in the northern 
area of Chersonesos where the local amphora marked by Simaios, son of 
Eurydamos, the magistrate of Group 3b, as well as the Sinopean wine jar with 
a stamp of Group 5 with the name of Hikesios, son of Bakchios, are associ- 
ated with Rhodian amphora handles marked with the stamps of Group 4. 
The last-named are represented by the eponyms Heragoras and Gorgon as 
well as by the fabricant Bromios. In his attempt to resolve this chronological 
discrepancy Kac, who also refers to this deposit, suggests pushing back the 
Grace chronology of the Rhodian Group 4 by c. 10-15 years, which would 
be enough to make it fit his own system. Yet, it seems to be a questionable 
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method. Furthermore, Kac’s book appeared too early to take account of G. 
Finkielsztejn’s research (2001), which independently arrived at much younger 
dates. This downdating of the Rhodian sequence is entirely consistent with 
the lowering the closing date of the Pergamon Deposit to the late 160s or early 
150s suggested recently by Lawall El Finkielsztejn places the aforementioned 
eponyms Timourhodos, Aristomachos I, Heragoras, Gorgon and Pausanias 
III closely together in the brief period between 159 and 152 BC. They are fol- 
lowed by Eudamos and Pythogenes, which are assigned to about 150 ВСР 
Hence, it is evident that these dates are also much more in line with the new 
date suggested for the alliance between Chersonesos and Pharnakes. 

Of special note here is a collection of stamps from the settlement of Bol’Soj 
Kastel'. Here along with the Rhodian stamps of groups 2 and 3 three stamps 
of the chronological group 5 are recorded P The latter are represented by 
the eponymous stamps of Archibios, Aischinas, and Archinos. Finkielsztejn 
ascribes these officials to period 5c dating them between c. 120 and c. 115. 
This dating just like the one proposed earlier by V. Grace and Ju.S. Badaljanc 
creates, however, a considerable gap in the remainder of the stamp collection, 
which seemingly dates from no later than the middle of this century. This fact 
forced Monachov to question the dating of the corresponding Rhodian stamps, 
and, finally, to suggest its radical pushing up by c. forty years Ed However, it 
would be an oversimplification to consider all these stamps a homogeneous 
assemblage linked up with the Chersonesean presence. On the contrary, the 
stamps of period 5c seem to be a clear evidence of habitation on a small scale 
after the site was captured by the Scythians. This also squares with a large 
quantity of the handmade ware found here, which shapes and fabric find the 
closest parallel in the late Scythian pottery 4 

It appears, however, that Bol'$oj Kastel' is not the only of the former Cher- 
sonesean possessions presenting such a late body of material. Among the first 
examples to be referred to are Athenian New Style tetradrachms as well as one 
of Thasos found at two sites in the western Crimea {4 Thus one Athenian coin 
reported from Kerkinitis bears the names Dionysi( ), Dionysi( ), and Metro( ), 
and is dated by M. Thompson to 151/150 BC (Issue 46).4 Another Athenian 
specimen of New Style Issue 57 with the names of Eumelos, Kaliphon, and 
Hera( ) assignable according to the same author to 140/139 BC as well asa 
tetradrachm of Thasos come from the settlement of Terekly-Konrat, which 
until the 2nd century BC formed part of the Chersonesean chora. As assumed 
by Golenko and Séeglov the coins suggest the period when both sites were 
already taken over by the Scythians. Meanwhile, soon after its appearance 
Thompson's chronology was debated by a number of scholars, mostly arguing 
for some younger initial date of the Bic (in the 160s BC) Я Thus, accept- 
ing 164/163 BC proposed Бу Boehringet^las an initial date of the New Style 
series, we shall arrive at 119/118 and 108/107 BC for our coins respectively. 
Their connection with a later Scythian population of the sites seems unlikely, 
for extremely few coin finds associated with the Scythian settlements imply 
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the non-monetary character of their economy H Therefore, the finds of the 
New Style coins are more likely to be linked to the Diophantos campaigns of 
110-108 ВСЁ which perhaps could lead to the subsequent revival of some of 
the settlements of the former Chersonesean chora. 


Numismatic data 


Along with the aforementioned Chersonesean coin from the destruction layer 
at Kalos Limen there is another piece of evidence, which argues for a date 
later than 179 BC as a terminal point of the Chersonesean stamping. This is 
the Chersonesean issue of the pseudo-Lysimachos type, first attributed by 
Henry Seyrig Й Both of the specimens known until now originate from the 
Ordu (Kotyora) hoard of 1970 published by Christof Boehringer 4 The date 
he suggests, about 150 BC, for the burial of the Һоаг seems very likely, 
and so far there are no reasons this should be reconsidered El Struck by one 
and the same die pair the Chersonesean coins show very little if any traces 
of having been in circulation, proving, therefore, their having been issued 
shortly before this date. Taking into account the tetradrachms of Demetrios I 
of Syria - the youngest reliably dated coins of the hoard, which were minted 
in 158 of the Seleucid era (= 155/154 BC) and also show “leichte Umlauf- 
spuren"- it seems reasonable to assign the Chersonesean specimens to the 
period around 155-150 BC as well El The fact that Chersonesos undertook the 
issuing of large silver coins at that very point can hardly be reconciled with 
the traditional belief that the polis had already lost its chora by the early 180s 
BC - a loss which beyond question must have had disastrous consequences 
for the city's economy. 

In my view, the facts scrutinized above do not substantiate Kac's claim. 
Therefore, the devastation of the chora close to the city as well as the destruc- 
tion of Kalos Limen in western Crimea could apparently have taken place 
fairly soon after the treaty was published, i.e. about 150 BC or at the very 
beginning of the next decade. 


THE RELATIVE AND ABSOLUTE CHRONOLOGY OF THE STAMPING: 
PROPOSED ADJUSTMENTS 


Summing up, I would suggest a number of adjustments to the extant amphora 
stamps chronology of Chersonesos, which are summarized in Table 2 below. 
Apart from the absolute dates where c. 330 and c. 150 BC were taken as the 
points of departure some changes have involved an arrangement of the mag- 
istrates within two out of the three chronological groups. 

Taking into account the extreme palaeographical divergence in the stamps 
of Pasion assigned to sub-group 1B it seems more likely that we are dealing 
with two homonymous officials rather than just two different hands of stamp 
engravers. Whilst four of the dies, namely 1-93, 5-8, show a steady employment 
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of cursive shapes, the “orthodox” lettering of four others (1-93, 1-4) resembles 
rather the earliest stamps of the city. The genitive form AZTYNOMO with a 
long O for OY attested in the three out of four dies of the latter group (1-93, 
1-3) also points towards an earlier date for Pasion I. As proved by Attic offi- 
cial inscriptions, this orthography, quite common in the period from 400 to 
350 BC, becomes very rare towards the end of the century. According to L. 
Threatte's data, the latest inscription showing this spelling dates to 302/301 
ВС. Furthermore, only this group of Pasion’s stamps appears together with 
fabricant names applied by an additional stamp. This trait, distinctive of the 
stamps of sub-group 1b, necessitates the assignment of Pasion I to this same 
period. For a similar reason, as well as working from the prosopographical 
evidence Choreios, the magistrate allocated previously to sub-group 1B, was 
moved to the foregoing sub-group Fl 

Some re-arranging of the magistrates has also been the case with Group 2. 
Thus, included in sub-group 2T was one formerly unknown official, Nanon, 
son of Symmachos, attested by a type-2 stamp on the handle of a jug or a 
small amphora from the settlement of Beljaus £4 Nikeas, son of Herakleios, 
represented by the type-2 stamps and put by Kac into sub-group 2B has been 
moved to the foregoing sub-group. The typology and palaeography of his 
stamps invariably with a four-barred sigma resemble closely the stamps of 
Matris, son of Agasikles, a magistrate of sub-group 2b. Along with Nikeas, 
son of Herogeitos, and Istron, son of Apollonidas, Nikeas, son of Herakleios, 
seems to be among the last magistrates recorded in the south-eastern ceramic 
workshop of Сһегѕопеѕоѕ The fact that all the farmhouses in the closest 
vicinity of the city perished about 270 BC makes the simultaneous destruc- 
tion of the workshops situated just outside the city walls more likely than its 
continuous existence for another 10 years as suggested by Кас Moreover, 
pushing Nikeas, son of Herakleios, up makes it possible to associate his father 
with a tesonymous magistrate of Group 1b, who was active in the late fourth 
century. 

On the other hand, Eumelos, son of Apollonios, Lykon, son of Apollonios, 
and Matrodoros, son of Lysippos, magistrates of Kac's sub-group 2b, have 
been moved to the following sub-group 2B. Previous ascribing of them to 
sub-group 2b was prompted solely by the fact that the stamps of these offi- 
cials are known in a relatively large number of dies (Lykon - 3, Eumelos - 4, 
Matrodoros - 3), a feature thought to be more characteristic of the stamps of 
the earlier period Fl Arguing for an earlier date Кас claims that one stamp of 
Matrodoros is attested in farmhouse 10 on the Herakleian peninsula, where 
it is associated supposedly with building period 2. However, as it turns out, 
the findspot of this stamp supports rather its downdating. In fact, farmhouse 
10 does not belong to the closed contexts, and continued to exist even in the 
first half of the second century ВСЕ According to the excavation report the 
fragmentary amphora with the stamp of Matrodoros was found in the court- 
yard just under the pavement, the construction of which both Kruglikova and 
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Saprykin relate to the final phase of the house’s existence (building period 
4) dated widely within the entire 2nd century BCE Thus, the amphora with 
Matrodoros might well belong to the last third of the third century. This 
coincides well with the fact that stylistically these stamps show the closest 
resemblance to the stamps of the sub-group-2B magistrate Kallistratos, son 
of Kallistratos 1 Moreover, neither Matrodoros nor Eumelos and Lykon are 
attested in the assemblages listed in Table 2. 

The number of the dies known cannot be interpreted as a contra-indica- 
tion of their later date either, as suggested by the stamps of the group-2B 
magistrate Dioskouridas, son of Theodoros, known from four different dies J 
In contrast, the stamps of Eumelos, like the ones of Matrodoros and Lykon, 
show a consistent use of a lunate sigma, and, what is more important, an 
omega of a cursive shape in die 1-45, 2 - a pattern not attested otherwise in 
Group 2, and which is distinctive for the stamps of Group m inally, Eumelos 
and Lykon were probably brothers. The stamps of Eumelos's son Apollonios 
represented like the stamps of Eumelos himself, by Type 2 only are placed 
by Kac in sub-group 2T. If his arrangement of the magistrates is maintained, 
a supposed break after sub-group 2b will create a gap of more than 60 years 
between these two officials, which also provides an argument for moving 
Eumelos into sub-group 2B. 

Similarly, Artemidoros, son of Pasiadas, the magistrate of Kac's sub-group 
2b, should be located closer to, or even before, his brother Apollonios allocated 
to sub-group 2A. As attested by IOSPE I’, 414, in the late 4th or the early 3rd 
century BC their farther Pasiadas, son of Artemidoros, exercised the duties 
of the city’s eponym official (basileus) and the priest of Parthenos. Allowing 
for the patronymic of Pasiadas, the astynomos Artemidoros is very likely to 
be the oldest of his sons 3 


CONCLUSION 


Thus, in view of our reconsideration of the “anchoring points” of the Cher- 
sonesean chronology the entire duration of the stamped wine jar production 
probably embraced a period of over 180 years. Even if the boldest expecta- 
tions that further fieldwork will reveal new names of the local magistrates 
are borne out, the gap of about 50 years still remains too big to permit an 
uninterrupted sequence of the chronological groups. By contrast, there are 
good reasons to propose a rather long break in the production during the 
third century BC. The second and the third quarters of the 3rd century BC 
are known as a period of severe economic decline when the city was totally 
devoid of its chora РЯ About 270 BC, all the settlements of the distant territory 
of the polis including Panskoe, MeZvodnoe, Čajka, the farmhouse by Vetrenaja 
Bay, suddenly ceased to exist as a result of a barbarian invasion Pl Quite prob- 
ably, Kerkinitis and Kalos Limen, the smaller poleis of the western Crimea, 
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also suffered the same destruction Pd The recent archaeological explorations 
as well as a reassessment of the material of the previous excavations on the 
Herakleian peninsula - the main area of Chersonesean wine production - have 
proved that the farmhouses in the city’s vicinity experienced the same fate by 
the beginning of the second third of the 3rd century 2 The coin hoards found 
in this particular part of the chora, the owners of which did not return for their 
treasures, provide further evidence of itPl Even with the boldest imagination 
it is difficult to suppose that under such conditions Chersonesos was able to 
produce wine uninterruptedly and on the same scale. It would be much more 
natural to assume that due to the withdrawing of the rural population and 
the emptying of the vineyards in the chora Chersonesos did not produce any 
wine for at least several decades. 

The situation changed only in the last third of the 3rd century when stab- 
ilized relations with the Scythians allowed the polis once again to re-colonize 
both the distant and the nearest chora providing possibilities for the revival 
of the Chersonesean wine production. 
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2B 
(262-237) 


c. 230-206 


AIIOAAONIAAX IZTPONOX 


AIIOAAONIO£ AIIOAAONIOY 


AIIOAAONIOX OEOGOANEIOX 


AIIOAAONIO£X XZOIIOAIOX 


АПОЛЛОМІОХ [...] 


AIONYZIOX AOANOAOPOY 


AIOXKOYPIAAX АПОЛЛА 


AIOXKOYPIAA» OEOAOPOY 


EYMHAOX AIIOAAONIOY 
(Kac: 2b) 


ЕҮФРОМІОХ ®IAA@OANAIOY 


HPOLEITOXZ KAAAIAAA 


HPOEENOZY AAKINOY 


KAAAIXTPATOX 
KAAAIXTPATOY 


AYKON AIIOAAONIOY 
(Кас: 25) 


MATPOAOPOX AYXIIIIIOY 
(Кас: 25) 


МЕҮПОЛІУ MENEXTPATOY 


NIKEAX NIKEA 


IIOXEIAONIO£Z AIOXKOYPIAA 


IIPOMAOION OAXIOY 


100 


IIPYTANIZ GEOAOPOY 


113 


XOIIOAIXZ IIAZIONOX 


127 


[...] TEAAMONOX 


2T 
(237-230) 


c. 205-196 


ATIOAAQNIOX EYMHAOY 


AAMOTEAHX AIATOPA 


AEAGOX IZTPONOX 


КАЛЛІАЛАУ AIONYZIOY 


MAPON BABONOZ 


NANON ХҮММАХОҮ 


XKYOAX XOIIOAIOX 


LOKPITOX APTEMIAOPOY 
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3A 


(230-215) 


c. 195-180 


AOANOAOPOX AIONYZIOY 


AIIOAAO[...] HPOTEITOY 


AIIOAAONIAAX 
AIIOAAONIOY 


ATIOAAQNIOZ IIAPMIOX 


BOAAION NIKEA 


OEOAOPOX IIPYTANIOX 


AATOPINOX IIAPOENOKAEOX 


MATPIX HPOZENOY 


NIKANOP ХАТҮРІМОҮ 


ZENOKAHX АПОЛЛА 


IIAXZIAAA» HPOAOTOY 


103 


XIMAIOY АПОЛЛОЛОРОҮ 


117 


LOTHPIOX AIONYXIOY 


119 


YMNOX XKYOA 


126 


XOPEIOX AYKONOX 


3B 
(215-200) 


c. 179-166 


ATIOAAQNIAA® XZIMAIOY 


BABON BABONOX 


AIONYZXIOX OATONOZ 


AIOXKOYPIAAYX IIYOOAOPOY 


HPAKAEIOXZ HPAKAEIOY 


HPAKAEIO£X $OPMIONOX 


AYKON XOPEIOY 


MATPIZ ATIOAAQNIAA 


LIMAIOX EYPYAAMOY 


YMNOX [..ЈАЛАМОҮ 


ФОРМІОМ IIYOIONOX 


3B 
(200-185) 


c. 165-150 


AOANOAOPOX EYPYAAMOY 


AIXZXINAX SENOKAEIOX 


AIIOAAODANHX HPOIAA 


APIXZTON XOPEIOY 


ЛАГОРІМОУ AATOPINOY 


NIKAXITEIMOX IIYOOJ...] 


IIAXIXOXZ ХАРМІППОҮ 


ПОЛҮКТОР MHNIOX 


IIPOMAOION EXEKPATEOX 


101 


IIYOOAOTOX AAMOKAEOX 


105 


ZIMAIO£X IIAPOENOKAEOX 


108 


ZYMMAXOX ХҮММАХОҮ 


114 


ХОПОЛІЕ ZOIIOAIOX 


115 


ХОПОЛІЕ YMNOY 
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Rotroff 1996, 35-40, where she still favored the Lykourgan dating for the fill of 
Pnyx Ш. 

See his contribution to this volume. 

See M. Lawall’s contribution to this volume. 

On these deposits, see Knipovic 1949b, 26-27; Lejpuns'ka 1971, 65; Bra£inskij 1965, 
21-23; 1984, 135-136, 205; Monachov 1999a, 194-201, 203-205. 

Monachov 1999a, 197, 205. In fact, Garlan (1999a, 45) also takes account of this 
deposit, in the dating of which he follows Braginskij (1984а, 135: 380-370 BC). 
Kac 2003a, 267, 275. The deposits from Panskoe I/U7 and Elizavetovskoe, which 
Kac relies on as substantiating the terminal date of the Heraklein stamping about 
275 BC, should be treated with caution. Taking into account the multiple examples 
from Panskoe I/building U6 (see Kac et al. 2002, 108) the secondary use of the 
Herakleian amphoras at both of these sites can certainly not be excluded. Cf. also 
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Stolba 2003, 292. For a possible fixed point for the termination of the magisterial 
stamping, see Stolba 2003, 291. 

Kac 1997a, 216; 1997b, 45; 2003a, 272, 275. 

Monachov 2003, 124. 

Cf. Debidour 1986, 330, who suggests c. 345-335 BC for the entire group I of the 
new style stamps. 

Debidour 1999, 84-89. 

The deposit remains unpublished. It is briefly mentioned in Borisova 1958, 152 
with an erroneous date for the fill of the cistern: the 4th to the mid of the 3rd 
century BC. More detailed information is available in the excavation report: 
Borisova 1957, 6-7. See also Kac 1994, 71. 

For the general characteristic of the amphora assemblage from Panskoe 1/07, 
see now Monachov 1999a, 509-521. 

The first of the stamps with a retrograde rho comes from the fill of the drain in 
the courtyard 18 (find list 67/125). The second (find list 68/110) was found in 
room A-8 and has a my in the field. The last find was accompanied by the two 
Herakleian stamps of Archelas (early fabricant group) and Kyros (an eponym 
of the end of MG II of Kac's system datable to c. 375 BC). One more Thasian 
amphora handle with a name of Kleitos supplemented by a delta comes from a 
chance find in 1973 (find list 108/4). Monachov (1999a, 518) mentions the two 
last stamps only. 

On the context of the house of 1987, see in detail Stolba 1991, 78-84. 

From sector A-9 in the eastern part of the central area U7, find list 70/29. 

From extramural house of 1989, room 114, find list 176/23; Stolba 1991, 83. 

Kac 2003a, 276. 

Find list 179/10b. 

Find list 67/129. From the same context comes one Sinopean amphora stamp 
(find list 67/117 [293]) with the names of the astynomos Nikomedes and the 
fabricant Archiptolemos (Grakov's group I), who was also active at the begin- 
ning of group II. Fedoseev (1999, 34) puts the activity of Nikomedes around 365 
BC, whilst according to Conovici (1998, 25, 51) his activity should be dated to 
approximately 345/340 BC. 

Monachov 1999a, 339, pl. 146.3. 

Find list 174/9. 

Find list 67/122. 

See Monachov 1989a, 46-47. 

Find list 176/82. 

Find list 181/42. In the find list the specimen is erroneously recorded among the 
material from room 119. According to the excavation notebook it was found in 
room 114. 

See Robinson 1933, 175-179, nos. 408-463, pls. 141-144, especially nos. 408 and 
420 (with a palmette decoration). Cf. Ivanov 1963, pl. 49, no. 70. For lekythoi with 
a net pattern, see Robinson 1933, 181-185, pls. 146-147. Cf. Ivanov 1963, pls. 53- 
54. 

E.g.: Tumulus 48, grave M1 (Monachov & Rogov 1990b, 138, pl. 10: c. 360-340 
BC): squat lekythos with a net pattern, Corinthian-type skyphos with a zone of 
cross-hatching, Attic moulded-rim kantharos similar to Agora XII, no. 698; Thasian 
bi-conical amphora of Type I-B; grave M04 (Monachov & Rogov 1990b, 138, pl. 
4: c. 400-380 BC): amphora of Murighiol type, squat lekythos with a net pattern, 
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thick-walled cup-skyphos with a red-figured decoration attributed to the Jena- 
painter. See also Rogov & Tunkina 1998, 159-175. 

One of the coins bears an abbreviation XA. On the two others the name is not 
preserved. The lower fill of the pit also revealed an earlier cast coin of Istros. On 
this find, see Gilevic, Stolba & Séeglov 1991, 22-23 (note erroneous dating of the 
context). 

The same room also revealed a small bronze coin with a lion's head on the obverse 
and a star on the reverse (type: Anokhin 27-32). The specimen comes from the 
fill above the layer-B floor and dates to about 350 BC. For dating, see Anokhin 
1980, 15-16, 129. 

Zograf 1927, 379-397; following him Anokhin 1980, 18, 38-39; Gilevic 1987, 55. Cf. 
Saprykin 1980, 56, who assumes even an earlier date: 362-350 BC. The lowering 
of the "orthodox" date of the issue proposed recently by E.Ja. Turovskij (1997, 
14) lacks any sufficient argumentation. Cf. review by Kovalenko 1999, 202-210, 
especially p. 205. 

Gilevié 1987, 55. 

Anokhin 1980, 16-17, 38; Stolba 1990, 145. 

According to Gilevié (1989, 19-20), the poorly preserved coin belongs to one 
of the Thessalian mints (Larissa?). For the chronology of the bronze coinage of 
Thessaly, see Rogers 1932. Cf. Martin 1985, 43. 

Polin 1994, 55-57; Monachov 1999a, 340-348. 

Monachov 1999a, 341, 344, pl. 149.9-10; Monachov & Rogov 1990a, 138-139, pl. 
5.36-36. 

Monachov 1999a, 345-346, pl. 150.1. 

Kac 2003a, 276. 

Stolba 1990, 151. 

Type: Anokhin 1980, nos. 60-67. 

Anokhin 1980, 19. 

J.M. Højte, The Date of the Alliance between Chersonesos and Pharnakes (IOSPE 
Р, 402) and its Implications (this volume). 

Leschhorn 1993, 79-82. See also Ehrhardt 1987, 107; Sherk 1991, 239 as well as my 
comment in Tochtas'ev 1997, 363 note 1. 

Kac 1994, 74. 

Zolotarev & Turovskij 1990, 80. 

Lancov 1989, 82-83. 

Kutajsov & Uzencev 1997, 80-81. 

Kutajsov & Uzencev 1991, 90; UZencev 1994, 183. For the date of the coin, see 
Anokhin 1980, 142. 

Uzencev 1997, 118. According to Zajcev (2003, 13, 18) the Chersonesean stamps of 
Groups 3b and 3B are recorded in the layers of Scythian Neapolis, which reveal 
also the Rhodian stamps of periods 4 and 5 and date accordingly to the 160s- 
120s BC. 

Lawall 2001b, 574; 2002a, 295-324. 

Finkielsztejn 2001, 193. 

Bogoljubova 1988, 235; Monachov 1999a, 566. 

Monachov 1999a, 566-567. 

Apart from amphoras the finds from Bol'$oj Kastel' remain unpublished. 
Golenko & Séeglov 1971, 41-47; Ščeglov 1978, 42, fig. 11; Dasevskaja 1991, 21, 
50. 

Thompson 1961, 28. 
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Lewis 1962; Boehringer 1972, 22-27; Merkholm 1984; Price 1989, 239. 
Boehringer 1972, 26. See also Mattingly 1990, 67-78, who strengthens this dating 
by adducing additional hoard evidence. 

See, e.g., DaSevskaja 1991, 22; Vysotskaja 1994, 140. 

The evidence from Scythian Neapolis where the latest Rhodian stamp is rep- 
resented by the period-5c magistrate Aratophanes II assigned by Finkielsztejn 
to 109 BC (see Zajcev 2003, 17, and his paper in this volume) proves that the 
destruction of the Southern Palace by the troops of Diophantos took place in this 
year or, what seems more likely, in the following year 108 (probably during his 
second campaign against the Scythians). This fact taken together with the find 
of New Style Issue 57 from Terekly-Konrat eliminates the dating of the Crimean 
campaigns of Diophantos to the period earlier than 110 BC suggested by some 
scholars (e.g. Vinogradov 1985, 645; McGing 1986a, 47). For the chronology of 
these campaigns, see discussion by Ballesteros Pastor 1996, 45-46, with literature. 
Along with the Athenian stephanophora there is another coin issue, which can 
also be reliably linked to the campaigns of Diophantos, namely the Mithridatic 
bronze specimens of type " Ares/sword". Their finds in the destruction layers of 
Scythian Neapolis (Zajcev 1994, 115; 1995, 78-79, fig. 6.70; 1999, 129, fig. 1; 2003, 
79, fig. 9.32, 86, fig. 16.67: horizon D1; 1 ex.) and the fortified Scythian settlement 
of Ust'-Alma (Vysotskaja 1989, 41; 1994, 13; 3 ex.) connected with this event prove 
that type " Ares/sword" was struck prior to 108 BC. Cf., however, the most recent 
revision of Imhoof-Blumer's chronology suggested by F. de Callatay (2002, 159), 
who assigns this type to the period c. 95-90 BC. 

A brief revival of the settlements is suggested also by the Chersonesean bronze 
coin of the first third of the 1st century BC found in Juzno-Donuzlavskoe. See 
Stolba & Golencov 2000, 276-278, no. 4, 277 fig. 1.4. Cf., however, Vnukov 2001, 
168: "several of the region's settlements were restored in the early 1st century 
BC but it is unclear whether they were Greek or Scythian and what kind of con- 
nection they had with Chersonesus”; Séeglov 1978, 134: “the archaeological facts 
show that Chersonesos apparently being rendered lifeless by the continuing wars 
was not able to re-colonize and to develop the region anew”. 

Seyrig 1971, 25 = 1986, 185. 

Boehringer 1975 = CH I, 80 = CH УШ, 442. In Boehringer's publication it is 
incorrectly called “the Trabzon hoard”. On the find circumstances, see Arslan & 
Lightfoot 1999, 42, note 70. 

Boehringer 1975, 52. 

Some later date of the hoard burial (c. 140-120 BC) assumed by Arslan and 
Lightfoot (1999, 43) lacks any solid proof. 

The hoard also contained at least 20 New Style Athenian tetradrachms of Issues 
4, 7-8, 10-13 (Boehringer 1975, 50-51, nos. 126-138; Arslan & Lightfoot 1999, pl. 
70, nos. 976-982), which will fall in the period from 161/160 to 152/151, if we 
accept 164 BC as an initial date and assume annual coinage without gaps from 
the start. 

Threatte 1980, 258-259: “No example of O for OY on a stone text of the third 
century is very convincing”; See also Teodorsson 1978, 41, 77. 

Choreios, which derives from the Dionysos’ cultic name Хоргіос (see Plut. Quaest. 
conv. 680 b; Bechtel 1917, 531; Tochtas'ev 1997, 394-395), is not a common name in 
Chersonesos. So, it is attested as a "coin magistrate" on a series of Chersonesean 
bronze coins from the last quarter of the 4th century (320-310 BC according to 
Anokhin 1980, 133, no. 73), who is apparently the same person as the astynomos 
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in question. The sub-group-2A magistrate Apollas Choreiou is likely to be his 
son. This linkage suggests the positioning of the latter closer to the middle of 
sub-group 1b rather than towards its end. At any rate it must be earlier than 
Syriskos attested on the following issue of local coins. The second and the last 
cluster of evidence for this name dates already to the late 3rd - first third of the 
2nd century BC: 1) Choreios (on two denominations of bronze coins; Anokhin 
1980, 140, nos. 144 and 146: "210-200 BC", whose dating seems to me a bit too 
early); 2) Choreios Lykonos, astynomos of sub-group 3A, presumably the same 
person with the "coin magistrate"; 3) Lykon Choreio, astynomos of sub-group 3b; 
4) Ariston Choreio, astynomos of sub-group 3B. As proved by the patronymic of 
Choreios, both Lykon, named according to Greek tradition after his grandfather 
(on this custom, see, e.g., Angermann 1893, 17-18; Frankel 1935, 1624), and Ariston 
should be his sons. Cf. an earlier arrangement of magistrates by Kac (1985, 108), 
where both Pasion and Choreios are allocated to sub-group 1B. 

I am very much indebted to A.S. Golencov, who acquainted me with a squeeze 
and a photograph of the stamp. Inv. no. Bel. 96/4: NANO[NOX X] | YMMAX[OY 
A] | Z[TY]NO[MO YN] | ТОУ. The two mys in line 2 are in ligature. 

The last of these three officials seems to be Istron, for according to Koscjusko- 
Valjuzinié’s report on the excavations of the ceramic workshop among the numer- 
ous amphoras found in the kiln 28 jars bore the stamps of this magistrate. See, 
Koscjusko-ValjuZinié 1900, 157; 1902, 23; Monachov 1984, 123. Use of a barred 
sigma in the stamps of Nikeas, son of Herakleios, also might point towards their 
earlier date than Istron as well as Eumelos, Lykon and Matrodoros, in whose 
stamps we find invariable employment of a lunate sigma. 

Kac 1994, 63. 

Kac 1994, 63-64. 

Kruglikova 1983, 50; Saprykin 1994, 31. 

Kruglikova 1983, 48-51; Saprykin 1994, 34. 

бее Кас 1994 (Part 3: Tablicy keramiceskich klejm), pl. 30, die 1-66, 1 (Kallistratos) 
and pl. 34, die 1-78, 1 (Matrodoros). 

Kac 1994, 93, no. 42. 

The sole case of an earlier employment of a cursive omega is the group-1B mag- 
istrate Pasion (Kac 1994, pl. 39, dies 1-93,6-8). 

Cf. Frankel 1935, 1624. 

Nonetheless, the first signs of the crisis should date even earlier. See Stolba 
(forthcoming). 

Sceglov 1978, 128; Kolesnikov 1984, 85; 1985a, 13-16; Lancov 1994, 92; Kolesnikov 
& Jacenko 1999, 307; DaSevskaja & Golencov 1999, 167; Hannestad, Stolba & 
Sceglov 2002, 280-281. 

Kutajsov & UZencev 1994, 55; Uzencev 2002, 13. 

Zolotarev & Turovskij 1990, 78, 84. 

For the hoards account, see now Gilevié 1999. 

The Monumental Building U6: Monachov 1999a, 503; Kac et al. 2002, 119-123. The 
finds from the excavated areas outside the building U6 are adduced according 
to Monachov 1999a, 516 and the find lists of 1979-1994. 

Kolesnikov 1985b, 86-91. 

Monachov 1999a, 524-529. 

BraSinskij 1980, 196-198; Danil'éenko & Maréenko 1988, 33-34; Monachov 1999a, 
487-497; Kac 2001, 85-91. 
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Archives of the National Preserve “Tauric Chersonesos”, file 795/4-3, inv. nos. 
36438-36442, 36571. 

Kac 1994, 47-49; Brujako 1998, 19. 

Kovalenko 1991, 30-31. 

Kac 1994, 47-49. 

Lancov 1994, 94-97. 

DaSevskaja «с Golencov 1999, 166. 

Monachov 1999a, 522-524. 


The Dating of the Monumental 
Building U6 at Panskoe I 


Lise Hannestad 


This case study presents our attempts to date a building complex at the site 
of Panskoe I in north-western Crimea (Fig. 1H 

The building was excavated by a team headed by Alexander Séeglov, as 
part of the impressive research programme Archaeological Investigations in 
North-Western Crimea, which at the time of its initiation in 1959 set a whole 
new standard in landscape archaeology. 

U6 (Fig. 2) is a building on a square plan (c. 34.5 x 34.5 m), covering c. 1190 
m2. The central part consists of a large open courtyard with a well hewn out of 
the rock in the centre. The only entrance to the building is a gate in the middle 
of its south-western side, leading directly into the courtyard. The courtyard 
is surrounded by rooms on all four sides: originally one row of rooms, later 
a second row of rooms was added on the south-western and south-eastern 
sides. There was a second storey on all four sides. The layout of the rooms 
suggests that the building housed a number of families or groups of people, 
and the fact that the skeletons of a young woman and a child were found in 
the well seems to confirm that women and children also lived here. Apart 
from rooms used for habitation, there were storerooms for grain and oil, for 
instance room 3 and the rooms above rooms 3 and 13. A common dining hall 
seems to have been situated above room 5. The building was destroyed by a 
fire that resulted in the collapse of the whole upper floor, but otherwise the 
building and its contents were almost completely intact at the time of excava- 
tion. Thus, for instance in room 12, which functioned as a house sanctuary, 
the contents were mainly found in situ. 

The fire was undoubtedly provoked by an attack by Scythian nomads, the 
evidence for this - apart from the destruction itself - being that most of the 
arrowheads were found outside the building on the north-eastern side near the 
wall, or in the wall itself, or in the courtyard, and all with their points directed 
towards the west, south-west or south, suggesting that the arrows were shot 
from the north-east Ë Bones from horses were found in the well in the middle 
of the courtyard, seemingly debris from a meal probably celebrated by the 
attackers after the destruction (since the debris would have ruined the water 
of the well), and this also suggests that the enemy were Scythians, horseflesh 
being a favourite diet of these nomads. 
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Fig. 1. The settlement and necropolis of Panskoe I (plan of excavations 1969-1992). 


The stratigraphy clearly shows that U6 was erected on virgin soil, with no 
traces of earlier building activities 

When did the destruction take place and when was the building erected? 
These are, of course, questions of primary importance. In our publication we 
have reached the conclusion that it was built sometime during the decade c. 
320-310, and destroyed around 270 BCH 
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Fig. 2. Plan of U6. 
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Among the many groups of material found in the 2. following аге 
obviously the most important іп determining chronology! 


1) Amphora stamps (Sinope, Chersonesos, Herakleia, Amastrid and Tha- 
505) 

2) Chersonesean bronze coins 

3) Attic fine ware pottery 


If we look first at the date suggested for the destruction, this is based on the 
evidence of the amphora stamps and fixed at c. 270 BC. 142 amphora stamps 
were recorded from U6. They are distributed as follows: 


Chesonesos 100 
Sinope 15 
Amastris 2 
Herakleia 16 
Thasos 1 


Unidentified centres 8 


They include 12 stamps made with dies not previously known. Among the 
stamps the most important for absolute dating are the 15 Sinopean (See Fig. 
3) and the single Thasian (Fig. 4), simply because at present it seems that the 
chronologies of these two production centres are the most reliable of those 
represented in the building. The absolute chronology of Grakov’s classification 
of the amphora stamps of Sinope has been much disputed. The publication of 
the stamps from U6 is the work of Vladimir Kac, according to whom there is 
now a growing consensus that the practice of stamping began in Sinope in the 
370s-360s and he considers this first phase (with c. 20 known magistrates) to 
have lasted into the 340s. B The number of recorded magistrates sets the limits 
for the next two groups. At present about 30 astynomoi have been recorded 
in each group, which suggests that Group II starts in the 340s and continues 
into the beginning of the last decade of the 4th century, whereas Group III 
should cover the end of the 4th century and the first two decades of the 3rd 
century BC. This indicates that the late 280s or the early 270's is the period 
when the astynomoi of Group IV begin. Three quarters of the Sinope stamps 
from U6 belong to Group III, i.e. the first two decades of the third century; 
the astynomoi mentioned on these stamps seem to belong late in Group III, 
which suggests that the amphoras in U6 are mainly concentrated in the sec- 
ond half of the 280s. 

The names are: Theudorides (Ae 102), Theupeithes (Ae 103), Mikrios (Ae 
105), Mnesikles (Ae 106-111= 6 pieces) and Pythokles (Ae 112) HOne stamp 
with the astynomos Histiaios (Ae 104) (son of Demetrios - the stamp is very 
poorly preserved) is from the beginning of Group IV, which, as I have already 
mentioned, is supposed to start in the late 280s or early 270s. A single stamp 
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Fig.3. Sinopean amphora stamps. 
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Fig. 4. Thasian amphora stamp with the 
name of Bion (Т). 


with the name of Hephaistios belongs to Grakov's Group I, and Kac has dated 
it to the middle of the 4th century - clearly from a piece reused in U6, as is 
also the case with some fine ware pottery (see below). 

The single stamp of a Thasian amphora carries the name of Bion (Ae 133) 
(Fig. 4). According to Debidour's classification, Bion I was in office in the first 
quarter of the 3rd century BC. 

Fig. 5 shows a table of the Chersonesean amphora stamps. For this early 
period in the stamping of the amphoras of this city, Kac's dates rely on a 
typological development of the stamps combined with fixed points consisting 
of a number of closed complexes in Chersonesos itself and at various sites in 
its chora. The beginning of the practice of stamping amphoras in Chersonesos 
has been established by Kac through a combination with the chronology of 
Thasian stamps 12 


The date of the erection of the building is based on (1) Chersonesean stamps 
of Kac's Group IA, (2) coins, and (3) the date of a significant amount of the 
imported black-glazed pottery. 

Nine copper coins were found in U6, and have been published by Anna 
Сйеуі Hl All nine were minted in Chersonesos. This modest number of coins 
is not uncommon on rural sites in the chorai of the Greek cities of the north- 
ern Black Sea coast. Thus, Chersonesean silver coins are extremely rare in the 
chora; Gilevié mentions a single example from South-Donuzlav in the north- 
western Crimea, and at least one (possibly 5-6) from the Novo-Fedorovka 
hoard (south of the town of Saki). To these can be added a single specimen 
from ChaikaH 

In contrast to the other buildings at Panskoe I - and other rural settle- 
ments in the chora of Chersonesos - U6 revealed no coins of Kerkinitis or 
Pantikapaion. In this respect the coins from U6 correspond to the finds from 
the "home" chora on the Herakleian Peninsula during the last third of the 4th 
- the first third of the 3rd century всі 

Three coins were found under the floors of rooms 22 and 24, the others 
directly on the floor (room 12) or lying together and mixed with accumulations 
of broken pottery on the surface of the courtyard (see Fig. 6). Thus - apart from 
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Chroological Chronological Magistrates Number of Stamps 

Groups Limits 

1A 325-315 BC Bathyllos 14 
Eua( ) 15 
Eukleidas 2 
Kraton Э 
Sopolis 1 
Total 35 

1b 315-300 BC Alexandros 1 
Apollonios 17 
Herakleios 1 
Xanthos 7 
Sokritos 4 
Total 21 

1B 300-285 BC Dioskouridas 20 
Herodotos 1 
Total 21 

2A 285-272 BC Apollas Choreiou 1 
Kotytion 1 
Aristonos 
Prytanis 1 
Aristonos 
Total 3 
Total 89 


Fig. 5. Magistrate stamps of Chersonesos. 


the three coins under the floors of rooms 22 and 24 (nos. 5, 7-8) - they must 
all have been in circulation at the time of the destruction. No. 7, found under 
the floor of room 22 is not worn (thus if we had a precise dating of this type, 
it would be valuable for the dating of the erection of the building), whereas 
no. 1, found on the floor of the sanctuary (room 12), and showing a quadriga 
on the obverse and on the reverse a kneeling warrior, is very worn. 

The nine coins are poorly preserved, but it has been possible to identify 
the type of all of them. They belong to issues from different periods, cover- 
ing, according to Gilevié, the time from about the middle of the 4th century 
to the beginning of the 3rd century. 

Nos. 6-9 are of the type with Parthenos striking down a hind, with a spear 
in her left hand and in her right a bow, and on the reverse a butting bull. The 
magistrate's name on по. 6 is ЕҮАРОМОФ, апа on 7-9 it is KAEMYTAAA2.. 
The dating of this series has changed over the years. Gilevié has suggested 
the first half of the third century; later researchers have suggested c. 300-280 
BC, whereas most recently, V.F. Stolba has pushed this type (nos. 6-9) back 
into the late 4th century BCH 
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Fig. 6. Coin finds іп U6. 


The fine ware pottery, i.e. mainly black-glazed ware, has provided yet an- 
other dating criteria. Here, an issue of central importance is where the in- 
dividual pieces were produced, in Athens or in other centres. In our cata- 
loguet we have classified as Attic only pieces in which the clay conforms 
to Rotroff's description of the clay used for Attic fine pottery during the 
Hellenistic period, including the varieties of Munsell colours enumerated 
by her/4 As to the origins of a substantial number of the catalogued items, 
we have refrained from suggesting production centres, since such sugges- 
tions could only be hypothetical and would probably only cause further 
confusion. 


The Dating of the Monumental Building U6 at Panskoe I 187 
The three main shapes are: 


Drinking vessels (the kantharos being the most common) 
Bowls (mainly bowls with out-turned rim and echinus bowls) 
Plates (plates with rolled rim and fish-plates) 


Other shapes are comparatively rare. All the kantharoi (see Figs. 7-8 for exam- 
ples) belong to Rotroff's type “classical kantharos" Mand all have a plain rim. 
There are two versions: with plain bowl and with ribbed bowl. Some of those 
with ribbed bowl are decorated on the neck with garlands of ivy or olive. 


2 


ў B9 
Fig. 7. Black-glazed kantharoi with ribbed bowls from U6. 
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Fig. 8. Black-glazed kantharoi with plain bowls from U6. 
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Fig.9. Black-glazed bowls with out-turned rims from U6. 
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As to the dating of these kantharoi, we have relied on the chronology put 
forward by Rotroff for the Athenian Agora. This suggests that they cover 
the last quarter of the 4th century and possibly continue into the early third 
century with a cluster in the period 320-310. 

The bowls follow the pattern seen in Athens, the bowl with out-turned 
rim being far more common than the echinus bowl - an indication, perhaps, 
that the import of black-glazed is mainly Attic. The bowls with out-turned 
rims (see Fig. 9) date in the period 325-290, possibly with the main cluster 
in 300-290 when compared with the material from the Athenian agora. Only 
one specimen has a stamped decoration inside the bowl, and its shape also 
suggests that it is probably the earliest of this type of bowl from the build- 
ing. 

The plates include plates with rolled rim and fish-plates (see Fig. 10), of 
which the fish-plate seems to have been the most popular - in contrast to the 
Athenian agora. The plate with rolled rim very rarely has a stamped decor- 
ation inside, the normal being only a circle of rouletting. When compared 
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Fig. 10. Plates with rolled rim and fish-plates from U6. 
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Fig. 11. Upper part of Attic red- 
figure askos close to the Group 
of the Cambridge Askos. 


Fig. 12. Cup-skyphos with a 
dedication to Sabazios. 


with material from the Athenian agora, the rolled rim plates belong mainly 
in the last quarter of the 4th century, whereas the fish-plates seem instead to 
belong to the decade 300-290 BC. 

None of the pieces of the fine ware - apart from a fragment of a Megarian 
bowl (see below) - necessarily supports a destruction date as late as 270 BC. 
Possibly the fact that a very large amount of the pottery has been repaired 
may indicate that it had actually been in use for some time before the destruc- 
tion. Apparently no substantial new supplies of such pottery arrived at the 
building in the period immediately before the destruction 

On the other hand, there are pieces, which are definitely earlier than 320 
BC. First and foremost a couple of sherds of red-figure pottery. A small frag- 
ment, probably of a stemless cup showing the head and shoulder of a satyr, 
is probably by the Q-painter and to be dated in the early 4th century. The 
upper part of an askos (Fig. 11) decorated with two pairs of female heads (one 
pair with sakkoi, one with Amazon headdress) is very close to the Group of 
the Cambridge Askos and may perhaps date as late as 320 BCE However, 
the fact that only this fragment was found in U6 suggests that the piece was 
already broken by the time the building was erected and that it was used here 
for secondary purposes - as a lid or simply as a kind of decoration. 

Another important piece is the Sabazios cup (Fig. 12), a type, which on the 
Athenian agora has been dated by Sparkes and Talcott to around 380 BCE! 
However, in a Milesian context it has been dated by Pfrommei£las definitely 
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Fig. 13. Fragments of a Megarian bowl from U6. 


later than 380; he proposes a date around 375-350, and in Corinth the type 
has been found in a grave in the North Cemetery together with an obol pos- 
sibly to be dated 338-315. The type is not represented among the Hellenistic 
tableware from the agora published by Rotroff, which strongly suggests that 
the type had gone out of use in Athens by the beginning of the Hellenistic 
period. If the piece from U6 is of Attic origin, the fact that it was still in use 
at the time of the destruction of the building can perhaps be explained by its 
being a ritual vessel. 

One piece of pottery seems to contradict a destruction date around 270, 
i.e. fragments of a single Megarian bowElof the Ionian type (Fig. 13) dating 
from the 2nd century BC. This, however, was found in the turf layer (horizon 
IA), and should in all probability rather be connected with similar finds in the 
building complex U2, where sherds of Megarian bowls have been recorded in 
at least two rooms (18 and 11, the uppermost layer). Together, these sherds 
suggest that, in contrast to what has often been stated, Panskoe I was not left 
completely uninhabited after the destruction, but habitation seems to have 
been on a very small scale, possibly only a couple of families. Further excava- 
tions may be able to illuminate this late phase. 


Notes 


See Hannestad, Stolba & Sceglov 2002. 

Rogov 2002, 258. 

Kasparov 2002, 332. 

See Séeglov 2002b, 36. 

See Hannestad, Stolba & Sceglov 2002a. 

See Lawall this volume for the problems of the interdependency of chronol- 
ogies. 

7 For the so-called Amastrian amphoras and their dating, see now Stolba 2003. 
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See Kac, Monachov, Stolba & Sceglov 2002. Cf. Fedoseev 1994, 189; 1999, 29-30. 
Conovici 1989 and this volume argues for a lower dating of the beginning of the 
stamping practice. 

The numbers in brackets refer to the numbers in the catalogue Kac, Monachov, 
Stolba & Séeglov 2002. 

See the contribution by V.F. Stolba in this volume. 

See Gilevié 2002. 

Stolba & Golencov 2000, 276. 

See Sceglov 1994, 42-43; Turovskij 1998, 225-227. 

Stolba 1989, 63, 67. 

Hannestad, Stolba & Hastrup 2002. 

In some cases we have suggested an Attic origin, even if the colour of the clay 
deviates somewhat from those specified by Rotroff. The reason for this is that, 
due to the destruction of the building by fire, quite a lot of the pottery underwent 
a kind of second firing, changing the original colour of the clay. 

Rotroff 1997b, 83 ff. 

Hannestad, Stolba & Hastrup 2002, no. B 102. 

This conclusion depends, of course, on the destruction date suggested by the 
amphora stamps (and in the end on the reliability of the stamp chronologies). 
The opinion of A.V. Bujskich and V.M. Zubar (2003, 142) that this type of Attic 
red-figure cannot be dated later than the middle of the 4th century BC strongly 
disagrees with the opinion of for instance J. Boardman (1989, 190). 

Sparkes & Talcott 1970, no. 608. 

Pfrommer 1985, 55, no. 24. 

Hannestad, Stolba & Hastrup 2002, no. B 144. 


A Hellenistic Ceramic Deposit from the 
North-eastern Sector of Chersonesos 


Miron I. Zolotarev 


Regular excavations have taken place in ancient Chersonesos since 1888. 
During this period a number of sections of the city, mainly dating from the 
Byzantine period have been investigated. 

As to the older phases of the city, much less has been revealed, particu- 
larly when it comes to the Hellenistic period. Very few assemblages dating 
from this period have as yet been uncovered. However, on the basis of the 
few Hellenistic assemblages that have been found, an attempt can be made 
to build up typologies and chronological developments for a number of arte- 
facts. This paper will present one such assemblage uncovered by the author 
in the north-eastern part of the city. 

In 1991, during the excavations of Block 96 in the north-eastern district of 
Chersonesos, a cistern tightly packed with pottery debris was found, and this 
fill was dated to the early Hellenistic period in the preliminary report ll 

The cistern was found under the floor of a room in a house dating from 
the Byzantine period, the main part of which had been built directly on the 
bedrock. Only in the north-western part of room I, did it rest upon debris from 
the Hellenistic period, which turned out to be the filling of a cistern. It was 
later revealed that the south-eastern part of the house’s neighbouring room 
XI also rested on the cistern (Fig. 1). 

The square-shaped cistern was cut out of the bedrock. Its dimensions are 
1.45 x 1.45 m with a depth of 1.90 m. These measures are compatible with 
4.5 x 4.5 x 6 feet based on the Attic standard foot of 32.5 cm 

Only the rock surface of the interior of the cistern is preserved, with no 
traces of stucco or stone constructions, and this was probably how the cistern 
was meant to be, since the rock here is very solid. The walls show traces of 
cutting tools such as picks, and the work was very carefully done. Part of the 
mouth of the cistern (30 cm) - a low and narrow ledge - is preserved in room 
XI of the Byzantine house. 

The fill of the cistern made up about four cubic metres of tightly packed 
broken pottery, altogether about 3000 fragments. 
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Fig. 1. Plan of the house excavated in 1991, showing the position of the cistern. 


AMPHORAS 


The majority of the sherds come from amphoras (898 fragments) and jugs. Of 
the amphora fragments, 739 can be classified as Chersonesean. Some could be 
restored to virtually complete vessels, but the majority come from amphora 
necks (Figs. 2-3). They belong to type I (variants Б-Г) as well as to the differ- 
ent variants of types II-IV according to Monachov's classification, and can be 
dated within the 3rd century BCB 

The latest specimens are toes of type II B, a type which, according to 
Monachov, is mostly characteristic of the second half of the 3rd century BCH 

The second most common group of amphora fragments derive from Sino- 
pean amphoras (106 fragments). According to their shape they belong to the 
second half of the 3rd century and the beginning of the 2nd century BCH 
and three peg toes from the Rhodian amphoras can be assigned to the same 
period. 

Among the fragments are also a few dating from an earlier period: 34 frag- 
ments from Herakleia Pontike, four from Samos, three from Thasos, two from 
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Mende, and one from Chios. These, however, were probably already sherds 
when they ended up in the cistern at the time it was filled in. 

Special mention should be made of the complete neck and base of an 
amphora from Kolchis - a rare find at Chersonesos - with the graffito “A” 
under the handle. The shape of the toe and neck and the proportions of the 
body date this amphora to the 3rd century BC. A similar vessel, also found 
in the north-eastern part of Chersonesos, has been published by V.V. Soznik 
and G.R. Cecchladze with a very wide dating (3rd-2nd centuries ВС) The 
specimen found in our cistern can provide new evidence for a more precise 
dating of the amphora production at Kolchis. 

An attempt to calculate the number of complete amphoras in the assem- 
blage, based on amphora toes, provides the following result, showing the 
absolute predominance of amphoras from Chersonesos: 


Chersonesean 36 
Sinopean 8 
Rhodian 3 


The dating of the amphoras depends on the stamps, which are not very 
numerous, a total of 24 specimens, all of which are either Chersonesean or 
Sinopean. 

The Chersonesean stamps are of two types: stamps with the names of 
astynomoi, and monogram stamps. The five monogram stamps - all flat and 
rectangular - are very distinct. These stamps are usually supposed to be 
those of the fabricants. Only in a few cases are we able to correlate specific 
monogram stamps with stamps of astynomoi: 1) if the two stamps are placed 
together on one handle, or 2) if an amphora has both handles preserved, one 
with the stamp of an astynomos and the other with a monogram stamp. The 
chronology of Chersonesean monogram stamps is still hampered by many 
uncertainties and thus the monogram stamps cannot be used as dating evi- 
dence for the assemblage Ë 

All but one of the Chersonesean astynomos stamps in the assemblage can 
easily be read; most of them belope to V.I. Kac’s chronological group 1. Three 
of them belong to sub-group 1А8апа include two with the name of Matris 
and one with the name of Nanon. The Matris stamps are from two different 
dies. Five stamps belong to sub-group 15A including three of the astynomos 
Apollonios, one of Herakleios and one with the name of Theogenes. Three 
stamps belong to sub-group 1B: two of the astynomos Dioskouridas made with 
the same die, and one of Apolla( ) fd 

Two stamps belong to Kac’s chronological group 2: one with the name of 
the astynomos Apollas(?), belonging to sub-group A and one with the name 
of Matris, son of Agasikles, placed in sub-group B.H The latest of the Cher- 
sonesean stamps, i.e. of Group 2b, thus belong in the period from 272 to 262 
BC. 
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The Sinopean stamps correspond well with this date. They all belong to 
B.N. Grakov's chronological group IV The stamps of the astynomos Aischines 
and the fabricant Psammis and those of the astynomos Aischines, son of Iphios, 
and the fabricant Dias both have a bunch of grapes on the right hand side of 
the legend, whereas the stamps of the astynomos Artemidoros and the fabri- 
cant Kallisthenes and of the astynomos Demetrios, son of Theugnetos, and the 
fabricant Agathon have a kantharos as their emblem. The fabricant Psammis 
is also to be found in Grakov’s Group V, and he is therefore likely to be the 
latest fabricant of Group IVE 

All the Sinopean stamps recorded in the deposit probably belong to very 
end of the chronological group IV. As to the date of this group, it is more 
precisely dated than the previous groups. Assemblages of the Group-IV 
stamps from Elizavetovskoe are dated to the 2905 - 260s ВСІ According to 
the Rumanian scholars N. Conovici, A. Avram and G. Poenaru Bordea, this 
group can be dated within a narrower time limit, from 279 to 258 BC 

Bearing in mind that all the astynomoi and fabricants of the Sinopean 
stamps from our assemblage belong at the end of Grakov's group IV, it can 
be assumed that they date from the end of the 260s BC. 

Thus, the amphora stamps in the fill of the cistern suggest that the closing 
of the deposit is to be dated to a period not earlier than the beginning of the 
second half of the 3rd century BC. 


BLACK-GLAZED 


Attic black-glazed ware (Figs. 4-8, 14.5) is also well represented in the fill of 
the cistern. Altogether, 606 fragments could be recorded. None of them, apart 
from a tiny piece, belong to the 5th or the turn of the 5th and 4th centuries. In 
contrast, the 3rd century is very well represented, including numerous large 
fragments of large fish-plates (31 pieces) ЇЙ 

The most frequent shape represented in black-glazed ware is the kantharos 
(45 pieces), some of which have decorations in thinned clay or in white paint. 
The glaze in some cases is dull and not of the quality found in the Attic black- 
glazed ware of the 5th and 4th centuries. Among the kantharoi, one of huge 
dimensions with fluted body and an ivy of thinned clay on the neck stands 
out. All the types of kantharoi represented in the cistern are well known on 
the Northern Black Sea littoral, in particular from the settlement of Panskoe 
I and the Hellenistic necropolis of Olbia H 

Small Attic black-glazed plates are also very common (66 pieces). They 
vary as to form and dimensions, but undoubtedly all served the same pur- 
pose. They can be divided into two main groups: plates with out-turned rim 
(46 pieces) and plates with incurved rim (20 pieces) £ 

Other shapes are represented only by tiny fragments - often difficult to 
identify. 
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Some vessels carry graffiti under the base, mainly monograms, which 
are difficult to decipher (Figs. 7.2, 7.6, 7.9, 8.1, 14.9). The most significant is 
the fragment of the body of a kantharos with a dedication, by Matris to an 
uncertain deity, incised on the outside (Fig. 14.7). The name Matris is well 
known in Chersonesean prosopography, from stone inscriptions and amphora 
stamps Ed 

The fill also included some Attic black-glazed lamps with a circular open- 
ing and an elongated nozzle as well as one with a through bush in the central 
рагы Among the finds are also a terracotta base with modelled bird's feet 
and two circular apertures for fixing a bird figurine of terracotta, or more 
probably of bronze. 


COMMONWARE POTTERY 


The most numerous group of finds is that of commonware pottery, represent- 
ing a striking number of shapes (Figs. 9-13, 15-16). No less than 1036 pieces 
belong to this group, but only about 30 vessels could be restored virtually com- 
pletely. All these vessels were probably produced in the pottery workshops 
of the city during the 3rd century BC. There are two main types: 1) a bulbous 
jug with flat or concave base, a short neck and a double-barrel handle and 
decorated with encircling red-painted bands (Fig. 9), of which 77 specimens 
were recorded; 2) A jug with tall neck, wide mouth, ribbon handle, and flat 
base. The decoration of this type of jug is more varied than that of Type 1, 
from encircling bands of red and white paint to garlands of ivy or olive. No 
less than 208 complete or partly complete vessels of this type were recorded 
(Figs. 10-12, 13.1-2). 

To this group also belong jugs with double-barrel handles and slightly 
“swollen” neck, and those with a narrow-neck, as well as jugs with a loop 
handle rising above the rim. All these vessels are made of the same type of 
clay and have a decoration consisting of encircling bands of red paint. 


In order to complete the description of the tableware pottery in the assem- 
blage, mention should also be made of Chersonesean pots with flat rim and 
“double horned” handles; the edge of the rim is decorated with a band of 
thick red paint, and the bodies of the pots have floral designs in red paint. 
Several stemmed vessels (Fig. 14.1-4) the lower part of a juglet (Fig. 14.5), 
and a very fine lid (Fig. 14.6) should also be mentioned. 

Looking at the whole group of tableware, the abundance of pieces and 
the diversity of shapes is impressive. However, by far the most predominant 
shapes are the spherical jug and the jug with tall neck. 
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Kitchen ware 


The large, flat-bottomed vessel, the shape characterized by its spout, and 
usually called a louterion, is represented by 30 fragments (Fig. 13.5-6, 13.12). 
All the examples have three or four finger indentations on each side of the 
out-turned rim, to be used as handles, and the handles are also sometimes 
flat strips of clay attached to the rim. The prototype for these vessels are lou- 
teria from Sinope, a type probably produced in all the cities of the northern 
Black Sea coast. 

The kitchenware from the cistern is represented by various wheel-made 
(173 fragments) and handmade (41 fragments) pots, pans, frying-pans, and 
tureens of various shapes. Some of these types are represented for the first 
time among the pottery found at Chersonesos. 

In the fill were also found more than 30 pyramidal loom weights, on the 
upper surface of which are preserved impressions of intaglios (or perhaps 
finger-rings), and two fragments of small limestone altars. One of these is 
shaped in the form of a small Ionic capital, the other as a rectangular pyramid 
with profiles; only the lower part of this altar is preserved. 


CONCLUSION 


As to the date of the cistern and the fill, not only the evidence from the fill 
itself, but also the finds from the level above the cistern are important. The 
layer is poorly preserved, since it was destroyed during the Byzantine period. 
However, in room XI (see Fig. 1), this layer is actually preserved. Among the 
finds from the layer are some lamps dating to the 2nd and 1st centuries ВСЁ 
fragments of fish-plates of Pergamene production, with relief decoration 
showing animals; some red-glazed plates, probably produced in Samian 
workshops 24 One of the plates has remains of graffiti on both the inside and 
outside. The layer overlying the cistern can thus be dated to the first century 
AD. 

As to the date of the filling of the cistern, there is no piece of the assem- 
blage that can be dated later than the 3rd century BC. Actually we can come 
closer to the date, since there were found practically no sherds of Megarian 
bowls, the production of which did not start until c. 240-220 BCEd There is 
very little material from the end of the 4th and the beginning of the 3rd cen- 
tury, and virtually all the pieces belong within the 3rd century BC. As the 
detailed analysis of the chronologically significant pieces, such as the amphora 
stamps and the Attic black-glazed pottery, has shown, the date can be nar- 
rowed down to the end of the first quarter - middle of the final quarter of 
the 3rd century BC. 

It should be stressed that the investigated assemblage is a closed deposit. 
The huge quantities of archaeological material in the fill offer us a brilliant 
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opportunity to study the pottery production, the economy and the trade of 
Chersonesos in the early Hellenistic period. It should be noted that the material 
from the cistern is closely related to the finds from H.A. Thompson’s cisterns 
in his already classic study “Two Centuries of Hellenistic Pottery” El I am 
convinced that the further studies of the finds from the cistern in Chersone- 
sos will contribute decisively to the chronology of Hellenistic settlements in 
the chora of Chersonesos. 
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Fig. 2. Pottery finds from the cistern: amphoras. 
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Fig. 3. Pottery finds from the cistern: amphoras. 
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Fig. 4. Pottery finds from the cistern: black-glazed ware. 
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Fig. 5. Pottery finds from the cistern: black-glazed ware. 
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Fig. 6. Pottery finds from the cistern: black-glazed ware. 
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Fig. 7. Pottery finds from the cistern: black-glazed ware. 
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Fig. 8. Pottery finds from the cistern: black-glazed ware. 
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Fig. 9. Pottery finds from the cistern: commonware. 
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Fig. 10. Pottery finds from the cistern: commonware. 
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Fig. 11. Pottery finds from the cistern: commonware. 
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Fig. 12. Pottery finds from the cistern: commonware. 
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Fig. 13. Pottery finds from the cistern: commonware. 
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Fig. 14. Pottery finds from the cistern: thymiateria, black-glazed ware, and inscriptions 
on pottery. 
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Fig. 15. Pottery finds from the cistern: commonware. 


214 Miron I. Zolotarev 


К тин, 


Sa x 
І 
І 
I 
Il 
d 
3 4 


L—L E .1 1-1 


-- 


~ 


Fig. 16. Pottery finds from the cistern: commonware. 
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Fig. 17. Pottery finds from the cistern: handmade ware. 
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The Chronology of Settlements in the 
Lower Dnieper Region (400-100 BC) 


Valeria P. Bylkova 


The Lower Dnieper region was settled by several population groups in the 
period under review. The creation of a unified chronology and a division 
into periods for the settlements of the Lower Dnieper region has been made 
possible as a result of the expansion of archaeological efforts in the 1980s and 
1990s. Based on recent advances in dating, the analysis of new archaeological 
evidence and the revision of results derived from earlier materials is thus an 
important task] 

The chronology for the settlements in the region is based on the stratigra- 
phy (although stratigraphical observations are complicated by the poor state 
of preservation of the cultural layer) and typology of the material culture. 
The chronological indicators are primarily ceramic, (amphora and tile stamps, 
imported pottery), but coins and fibulae also play a role. 

The correlation of the stratigraphy and the chronology of the artefacts 
themselves are difficult, since we do not have at our disposal archaeological 
data from excavation in every settlement. But excavations have been conducted 
within every group of settlements known in this territory in the period under 
consideration, and the results may be accepted as representative in so far as no 
discrepancies have been revealed in the data from excavations and surveys. 
Specifically, we can use materials from the settlements Usad’ba Litvinenko 
(Stanislav 2), Glubokaja Pristan’ (Sofievka 2) and Belozerskoe, located in ter- 
ritories to the east of the boundary of the Olbian chora of the Archaic period 
(Fig. 1). Out of eight excavated settlements in the inner Scythian lands of the 
Lower Dnieper we can select four in which fairly large areas were excavated 
in the 19805-19905 - Pervomaevka 2, Cerneéa (Pervomaevka 3), Lysaja Gora, 
Kamenskoe (Fig. 1). As for the Late Scythian settlements (of which there are 
15), the most complete data come from five of them - Znamenskoe, Zolotaja 
Balka, Gavrilovskoe, Annovskoe, Ljubimovskoe (Fig. 1). 

Three settlements in the eastern part of the rural territory of Olbia offer 
much greater possibilities in this regard than synchronous Scythian sites in the 
inner territory. For Usad’ba Litvinenko we can use data from the excavations 
by M. Abikulov@land by the author of this article in 1990PlStratigraphically 
we can clearly differentiate an early layer of yellow clay with several dug-out 
structures and a later layer of grey clay with above-ground dwellings and pits. 
Structures from the first building period contained a fill of pure clay without 
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Fig. 1. Settlements in the Lower Dnieper region: 1) Usad'ba Litvinenko (Stanislav 2); 
2) Glubokaja Pristan’ (Sofievka 2); 3) Belozerskoe; 4) Pervomaevka 2; 5) Cerneéa (Per- 
vomaevka 3); 6) Kamenskoe; 7) Lysaja Gora; 8) Znamenskoe; 9) Zolotaja Balka; 10) Gav- 


rilovskoe; 11) Annovskoe; 12) Ljubimovskoe. 


any artefacts. The earliest chronological indicator in the cultural layer is a 
Herakleian stamp A®AIZ | TION (in two lines) of the 1st group, dating to the 
first quarter of the 4th century BCH Two stamps of the same group with the 
fabricants names, АРХЕЛАХ and ЕҮРҮЛ АМОС, were found in the fill of an 
ancient ravine. Such a combination of stamps is known from grave 64 of the 
Olbian necropolis, dating to 390 or the early 380апа in an Olbian deposit 
discovered in 1947, and containing the same range of amphoras as the ravine 
fill - Thasian, Herakleian, Chian, and Murighiol type (Fig. 2.1-17). The date 
suggested for the Olbian depot of 1947 was in the 380s-370or the end of the 
390s BCH Contemporary with the stamps are vessels of Olbian production, 
consisting of cup-kantharoi (Fig. 2.20) from the end of the 5th century BC- 
first quarter of the 4th Я The mass of material in the cultural layer (including 
that from the first limited investigations by A.P. Mancevié, who discovered 
this settlement in 1947) is from the 4th century ВСЯ Amphora stamps аге 
also encountered in a storage complex outside the settlement - there are two 
Herakleian amphoras with stamps ЕҮФ[РАІОХ] | ЕПІ ANAPONI апа MY 
EIII | ANAPONI from the early third quarter of the 4th century, together with 
amphoras from Peparethos with letter-stamps/J In storage pit 11 of the second 
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building period were found: Chian cap-toes of the late amphora урей dated 
by M. Lawall to c. 300 BC; a Chersonesean stamp belonging to Group 1A from 
the 290s in V.I. Kac’s classification, with the magistrate’s name Agasikles/4 
several fragments of black-glazed kantharoi dating to the last third of the 4th 
century down to 300 ВС and sherds of Thasian and Herakleian amphoras 
(Fig. 3.3-9). Synchronous types of amphoras and black-glazed vessels are 
encountered in the stratigraphically synchronous pit 13 (Fig. 3.10-15). On the 
floor of a dwelling destroyed by fire a stamped Chersonesean amphora (Fig. 
3.1) was found in situ, with the name of Herodotos, one of the last magis- 
trates in the 1st chronological group - 300-285 BCH Thus, it appears that 
the settlement Usad'ba Litvinenko sprang up early in the 4th century BC, 
underwent reconstruction, probably at the end of the third quarter or early 
in the fourth quarter of the 4th century BC, and ceased to exist in the 280s 
BC. The archaic date for Usad’ba Litvinenko proposed by M.I. Abikulovaldl 
has not been confirmed. 

The fortified settlement of Glubokaja Pristan' is situated to the east of 
Usad'ba Litvinenko. It was excavated by I.D. Ratner in 1950 and S.B. Bujskich 
in 1988-1991 (in 1991 together with the author of this article). Stratigraphically, 
the early yellow clay layer and the later grey clay layer with ash are differ- 
entiated. In several cases the lowest thin layer, identified as the remains of 
the levelled ancient surface, can be distinguished The early layer contains 
material from the first third of the 4th century BC, including a partly preserved 
Herakleian stamp of the 1st chronological group H Finds of fragments of the 
Type-1 amphoras of Herakleia and early stamps, i.e. materials from the first 
quarter of the 4th century, are characteristic of the initial period of life in the 
settlement. Two Herakleian stamps were found above the floor of a dwell- 
ing in excavation area 018] опе of the first group, with the name ZOTEPOX 
in two lines dating to 390-3805 and another with the name AAKETAZ, 
a magistrate of the second half of the 370 Pl There are isolated finds which 
do not belong to the 4th century BC. A decorated boar's tusk from a zol’nik 
(accumulation of ash) stands out from all the other finds by reason of its sty- 
listic details and its early date, the end of the 6th-first half of the 5th centuries 
ВСЙ An Olbian cast "aes" dating to the second half of the 5th century BC was 
found in the fill of a ditch Pl The toe of an Aeolian amphora (Fig. 4.15) - of the 
5th century BC typZlwas found in pit 12 (1991). These finds cannot be linked 
with the general mass of artefacts, which come from the 4th century BC (Figs. 
4 and 5), and mainly from the second and third quarters. To the small number 
of stamps from excavations we can add a chance find, made in 2002, of several 
amphoras. They include a Herakleian amphora stamped by ZOTEPO2 | ЕПІ 
APIXTO, dating to the second quarter of the 4th century BCE 

The last phase of occupation on the site is indicated by objects and finds 
from the end of the 4th-beginning of the 3rd centuries BC. A black-glazed 
kantharos with plain rim, spur handles, ribbed lower body and upper wall 
decorated with a simple garland of leaves applied in thinned clay over the 
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glaze (Fig. 5.1), dating from the last quarter of the 4th-first quarter of the 3rd 

century BC24 and unguentaria, decorated with bands of dark red paint (Fig. 

5.4), which in the northwest region of the Black Sea coast are found alongside 

materials from the end of the 4th century BC-first quarter of the 3rd El were 

encountered in a dwelling surrounded by pits (excavation area 1, 1950). In 
the fill of semi-pit house 23 a Chersonesean stamp was found with the name 

Agathon Gnathonos, which occurs at the beginning of Group 2A, of the 

280s ВС There is a mention of the find of a Sinopean stamp of Ретеігіо%®] 
belonging to the beginning of the 4th chronological group dated 300-280 Bch 
or the early 2705 1 the Herakleian stamp ETY | MOY of the last decades of the 

4th century Bis represented апа a find of an Olbian “Borysthenes” coin 

is also mentioned El Thus, the fortified settlement of Glubokaja Pristan’ was 

founded at the beginning of the 4th century BC and existed until the early 

70s of the 3rd century BC. In the opinion of S.B. Bujskich a first reconstruc- 

tion occurred approximately in the middle of the 4th century and a general 

reconstruction is observed in all the excavations in, roughly, the early fourth 
quarter of the 4th century BC. 

The settlement of Belozerskoe was excavated by the author in 1989, 1991- 
1993, 1995, 1997-1999, and 2001-2002. On the whole one can distinguish a layer 
of yellow clay lying directly on the subsoil, a layer of brick and stone debris, 
and, above them, a dark, disturbed layer. In cases where an ash-filled layer 
overlies the clay, its formation is connected with the levelling of the sector 
prior to new construction works. The earliest layer, lying directly on the sub- 
soil, is a layer of quite dense yellow clay, containing almost no finds. In those 
cases where it was possible to identify undisturbed sections of the yellow clay 
layer, they contained only small, isolated fragments of pottery and bone. This 
makes it difficult to establish the date of the foundation of the settlement. No 
early Herakleian stamps have been found, but fragments of Type-1 amphoras 
are represented, and there are isolated fragments of Murighiol-type amphoras, 
which date to the first, or more rarely to the second quarter, of the 4th century 
в (Ер, 7). Chian import may aid in establishing chronology because of its 
predominance (30%). Fragments of early Chian straight-necked amphoras 
with conical cuff toes from the first decades of the 4th century (dated 390-380 
by Lawall) are also found (Fig. 6.1). There are only a few sherds that could 
be of an earlier date. The earliest dates are provided by the few small toes 
of the late bulging-necked Chian amphoras, which are usually dated to the 
third quarter of the 5th century ВС One toe was found in a pit with sherds 
of Sinopean roof tiles. It is small and short and hollow, but the hole is simple, 
and the edge of the hole is not incurved (Fig. 6.2). The colour of the clay is 5YR 
6/6 on the Munsell chart, and the clay itself has dark, white, and micaceous 
inclusions. We cannot use such isolated fragments as evidence for the date at 
which life began in this settlement. We can observe a similar situation in the 
settlement of Novo-Fedorovka in the Crimea - Chian amphoras of the same 
type are found, though the main mass of material is dated to the second half of 
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the 4th century ВС. In Chersonesos the late bulging-necked Chian amphoras 
are encountered in the layer C-1 along with Chian cap-toed amphoras and 
early types of Thasian and Herakleian amphoras £4 It has been noted that the 
late bulging-necked Chian amphoras are met in Olbia, in various complexes 
dating to the second half of the 5th century BC, and they are one of the most 
widespread groups, whereas early a; as Chian amphoras are rep- 
resented in relatively small numbers The earliest dates provided by the 
coins which have been found in the settlement, Olbian cast specimens with 
a gorgoneion, are possibly 438-420 and 400-380 The first date can only be 
established by taking into consideration the report of M. Dmitrenko in 1946 
on the finds of two cast coins with a gorgoneion together with Solocha 2 type 
amphoras on the floor of a dug-out. The coins themselves, however, have not 
been preserved. The earliest coin from my excavation suggests a date of 400- 
386 Гог the stratigraphically early pit 57 (1999), while copper coins from the 
380-350s are found in dwellings. 

The upper layer has been destroyed by ploughing. Late stamps were found 
during surface investigations, but they relate directly to the destroyed cultural 
layer. There is a Chersonesean stamp which belongs to Group 1 dated to 325- 
285 BC, with the name of the magistrate Herodotos of the 280s according to 
Каф апа a Knidian stamp with a “prow” of 305-280[81Туго similar stamps 
from Herakleia, with the name ETY | MOC, showing a lunate sigma, belong 
to the last decades of the 4th century BCH It is interesting that, despite the 
large number of Sinopean stamps overall, they are not represented in the 
layer of the last period. Chian cap-toed amphoras of the very late 4th-early 
3rd centuries BC are encountered in pits (Fig. 6.7) and in the upper cultural 
layer, along with Knidian amphoras of the same date (Fig. 7.3). Types from 
the beginning of the 3rd century BC are represented amongst the large col- 
lection of Koan amphora fragments (Fig. 7.4). Contemporary with the types 
of amphoras mentioned above are black-glazed kantharoi with thin rims and 
bodies that are not completely ribbed. They have a thin clay decoration in the 
form of simple garlands of leaves on the upper part (Fig. 8.17) The coins of 
the last period are "Borysthenoi" from 300-280 BCS They are found singly 
in the upper layer, among the ploughed-over material, and in a hoard. Their 
date coincides with that of the Chersonesean stamp. Thus, we have evidence 
indicating that life here ceased in the 280s BC. 

The greater part of the material obtained from the deposits and the layers 
of the pre-reconstruction and reconstruction period dates to the second and 
third quarters of the 4th century BC This is true for all the stamps from a 
cultural layer. V.I. Kac, in a letter to the author dated Oct. 12 1994, proposes a 
date in the middle of the 4th century BC for the following Herakleian stamps: 
МАЛАКОМ | unclear emblem| HPAKAEAA® (this is identified as a new 
die); ЕШ KAPAKYAEOX AAMO around a bunch of grapes; IAKXOY FIII | 
caduceus | ФОКРІТОХ. Кас has attributed to the third quarter of the 4th cen- 
tury BC the Herakleian stamps ТІМОЛҮ | caduceus| XITIN@A (a new die); 
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ZTPOY| caduceus| ӨЕҮМ; MYOŁ | caduceus| ХПІЧӨАРО; MATPIO2 | 
bunch of grapes | QEOM[ENH2] (a new die). Contemporary with them is а 
stamp on an amphora of Туре 3 - АМФІЯТРА | ЕШ ІФІКРА (line 2 is retro- 
grade). There is a Herakleian stamp of the magistrate Kronios (middle of the 
320s BC) and another HPAKAEIAA | ЕШ ZKYOA dating to the first half of 
35058 It is difficult to decipher correctly the rest of the Herakleian stamps, 
but all of them contain two names. Two fabricants' names - Damophon and 
Amphikrates - can be read. 

Thasian stamps of Group F and the beginning of G are found. Of the 
names of magistrates, опе can read TAN®AH2, ЛАМАХТНХ, AM®ANAPOZX, 
APIZTOKA(), TIMAPXIAA2. A stamp with name of the fabricant Bion and a 
bee as emblem can be placed in the group dated 342-330 BCH Another speci- 
men with MET[- - -]DNOX | KAAAIKP | ATH2 (with the emblem of a gazelle) 
has been identified by Kac, in a letter of Oct. 12 1994 as a new die, and dated 
to the third quarter of the 4th century BC. In a closed complex in a cistern, 
filled with rubbish during a major reconstruction of a sector in the settlement 
of Belozerskoe, a stamp was found with the name of the magistrate Nauson, c. 
335-325 BC in Debidour's chronology Plor the last quarter of the 4th century 
BC according to Avram] Sinopean amphora stamps are represented along 
with the city's tiles. The tiles were manufactured by Poseidonios when Apol- 
lodoros and Histiaios were in office, though in one case the astynomos Philoni- 
kos is encountered. On the amphoras the stamps of the 1st- and 2nd-group 
magistrates Menalkes, Histiaios, Philon, Aischines, Theogeitos, Kallistratos, 
Epielpos, Charixenides, and Mantitheos are represented. The latest official is 
dated to about 317 BC according to Сопоуі 210г to the third quarter of the 4th 
century BC according to Fedoseev білге letters and monograms аге repre- 
sented on Corinthian and Knidian amphoras, but they are no help in narrow- 
ing the dating. Finds of the Olbian coins are represented by bronzes with the 
Demeter's head on the obverse and an eagle on a dolphin on the reverse, dated 
to 380-360 BC, as well as by late cast specimens from 350-330 BCE The date 
of the great reconstruction is determined by the finds in the early mud-brick 
debris (Sinopean stamps of Theogeitos and Mantitheos). Apparently it took 
place at the beginning of the last quarter of the 4th century BC. An absolute 
date can principally be established by the selection of amphoras and also by 
the black-glaze pottery as well as the numismatic material. Group 2 Sinopean 
amphora stamps from the brick debris are dated to the middle - third quarter 
of the 4th century BC in Fedoseev's chronologyJor to the first decade of the 
last quarter of the 4th century BC according to Conovici Ed 

In these three settlements (Usad'ba Litvinenko, Glubokaja Pristan', Beloz- 
erskoe), located within a relatively limited area, the material is marked by its 
uniformity despite the abundance of finds. The truth is that, in analysing the 
mass of material rather than individual artefacts, chronological differences are 
only faintly discernible. Nevertheless, in all the settlements of this group we 
can distinguish an initial period of life, followed in the 2nd and 3rd quarters 
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of the 4th century by a period characterised by a very high level of imports, 
and then, after rebuilding, a last period of existence, ending in the first quarter 
of the 3rd century BC. The dates of the main periods of existence coincide in 
these neighbouring settlements. Inasmuch as the general set of amphoras in 
each of these settlements includes the same types, I propose to give a brief 
description of them in summary form. 

In the main period, the amphora assemblage in the Belozerskoe settle- 
ment is distinguished especially by the predominance of Chian types; how- 
ever the same types are encountered in every settlement under consideration 
although in different proportions. Amphoras of Herakleia Pontike comprise 
approximately 20% of the fragments in Belozerskoe and are predominant 
in the other two settlements, with Type-2 amphoras being characteristic of 
the main period. The amphoras of Thasos, dating to the 4th century BC, are 
represented in large numbers. While the biconical type is absolutely pre- 
dominant in early types represented P] other types are encountered: frag- 
ments of amphoras with straight necks and wide shoulders, and others of 
pithoid shape. The amphoras of Sinope with rolled rims and cylindrical toes 
тергезелі shapes belonging to the 4th century ВС: Monachov’s Types 1 and 

are represented, along with Sinopean tiles and other vessels. The set of 
amphoras from the main period of life in the settlements includes Chalkid- 
ian amphoras, insofar as “Mendean” amphoras were made at more than one 
centre and those of Peparethos, along with Solocha-1 type. Fragments of 
the Type-1 amphoras from Tauric Chersonesos are also found, among them 
types which some scholars consider to be of Bosporan manufacture! To the 
second half of the 4th century BC also belong the “wheel-shaped” stamps of 
the amphoras of Akanthos.&4 The centres of manufacture of amphoras with 
different types of peg toe (“kubarevidnaja” in Zeest's typology) are not fully 
understood. Usually they have double-barrel handles and large mushroom 
rims. They probably belong to different centres, with some of them of Koan 
and Knidian manufacture. Fragments of Koan amphoras of the second half of 
the 4th century BC-beginning of the 3rd have been found. A few sherds from 
Usad'ba Litvinenko and Belozerskoe show similarities to Amastrian amphoras, 
but there are no stamps. Among the Corinthian amphoras, those of Koehler's 
Type B predominate in Belozerskoe, but there are also fragments of Type A 
vessels in Belozerskoe and Glubokaja Pristan' [> Single fragments of “brown- 
clay” Kolchian amphoras of the middle-second half of the 4th century] are 
also found (Fig. 2.11), and three fragments of grey-clay Lesbian amphoras 
of the same да апа one of red-clay amphora with part of a stamp were 
encountered in Belozerskoe. There are finds of small fragments of amphoras 
which are similar to Rhodian examples of the end of the 4th century BC, but 
not a single Rhodian stamp has been found. 

Thus, from this description of the selection of amphoras, one may note a 
clear predominance of types from the second and third quarters of the 4th 
century BC. This corresponds with the dating of the black-glazed pottery 
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found in all the settlements. There are no 5th century types among the black- 
glazed pottery, and it is not even possible to identify narrowly dated material 
from the first quarter of the 4th century BC. The incised and stamped types 
of decoration characteristic of Attic black-glazed ware of the late 5th-early 
4th centuries Blare not represented among the materials obtained (Figs. 5 
and 9). This may be explained by particularities in the flow of imports, but it 
possibly does determine the actual date of the beginning of life in these settle- 
ments. The selection of black-glazed pottery in the three settlements includes 
the common types, though with differences in quantity. A comparison dem- 
onstrates the relative differentiation in the selection of black-glazed pottery 
on the three sites, but no divergence in chronology. 

Fragments of red-figured vessels are present in small numbers (Figs. 2, 4 
and 9). " a ad pelikai are of the early Kerch style of the first half of the 4th 
century BCK In the settlement of Glubokaja Pristan’ a fragment of a painted 
krater was found. Skyphoi are represented by a small number of fragments 
of types from the first half of the 4th century BCEl Contemporary with them 
in the group of plain black-glazed pottery are bolsalsFl Light-walled cup- 
skyphoi with stamped decoration, and tall slender handles of square section 
rising above the edge of the rim are constantly encountered. They stand on a 
low ring foot, decorated with bands of glaze on the outer surface of the bottom 
and stamped ornamentation on the inner. They are dated to the second-third 
quarters of the 4th century ВС With some fragments it is unclear whether 
they belong to one- or two-handled vessels. In the main these are represented 
by the bottoms on a low ring foot and with stamped and incised decoration 
(linked palmettes within rouletting) on the inner surface. Such vessels achieved 
wide distribution in the second quarter of the 4th century BCE] One-handled 
cups set on a low ring foot were a popular shape; the body walls are slightly 
profiled, with an out-turned rim, and the handle is triangular. They are com- 
pletely covered by the glaze. This is predominantly a shape of the second quar- 
ter of the 4th century BC Other vessels are analogous to finds in Attica dated 
to the second half of the 4th century BC Cup-kantharoi of the second half of 
the 4th century BC are found, with moulded rims of almost triangular section, 
often massive and overhanging F Kantharoi are represented by common types 
with a smooth body and plain rim. They may be assigned to the second-third 
quarters of the 4th century BCIFish-plates and ordinary dishes show a wide 
range of dates within the 4th century, as do bowls with incurved rims. Bowls 
with out-turned rims have completely straight walls and are covered with a 
thick, shiny glaze. They belong to types of the third quarter of the 4th century 
BC, though the latest date to the last quarter H The large numbers of lekythoi 
represent shapes of the 4th century BC - "reticulated" ("netted"), red-figured 
examples with palmettes, and large ones with spherical bodies.4 Askoi-gutti 
with small looped and fluted handles are found in Belozerskoe, dated to the 
second-third quarters of the 4th century BCH The lamps belong to a type 
widespread in the first half-third quarter of the 4th century BC, which char- 
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acteristically have a high, smoothly rounded body completely covered, inside 
and out, with glaze, and a bottom in the form of a solid Баѕе Round lamps 
covered with glaze are also found with massive, elongated nozzles of square 
section, more characteristic of the second half of the 4th century BC 

The earliest finds and structures in these settlements are from the first quar- 
ter of the 4th century BC and do not establish whether or not these settlements 
were founded simultaneously; finds from the first quarter of the 4th century 
BC are encountered more or less widely in every excavation area. Because 
of the chronological coincidence now revealed, it is possible to propose 390- 
380s as the date for the foundation of these settlements. In these settlements 
in lands to the east of the boundary of the Olbian chora of the Archaic period, 
we can trace two building periods at least within the limits of the 4th century 
and first quarter of the 3rd century BC, followed by a cessation of life there. 
Thus, the cessation of life at the mouth of the Dnieper River must be dated 
to the end of the first quarter of the 3rd century BC. Above all, the date is 
determined on the basis of the current chronology of Chersonesean stamps 
worked out by Kac. Further refinement and any fundamental changes in the 
chronology of the astynomoi of the first two groups may entail a change in 
the upper date for the settlements’ existence, but it fits the numismatic and 
amphoric data and the latest black-glazed vessels. It was earlier thought that 
in the eastern part of the rural hinterland the settlements survived down to 
the 2nd century BCEl but the chronology presented here overturns that view. 
As far as our settlements are concerned, they contain no traces of hostile 
attack, but some of them were probably hurriedly abandoned. This situation 
contributes to the general picture of crisis in the northern Black Sea region in 
the first half of the 3rd century BC. 

The fortified settlements under review which arose in this part of the region 
in the 1st century ВСЕ lie outside the scope of this paper. 

The difficulty of chronological reconstruction and division into periods for 
the inner Scythian settlements derives from the fact that these sites often have 
only a slender cultural layer, with extremely fragmented ceramics and a mea- 
gre quantity of dating material. The chronology of the settlements in Scythia 
is based mainly on the largest and most thoroughly investigated Kamenskoe 
fortified settlement. One can now combine the results of the first investiga- 
tions on the sitd2lwith information from the excavations of 1987-1998] The 
earliest finds from Kamenskoe are а Thasian stamp ЛАМА | OAXIO| ZATY, 
published by Ple&ivenko one of the first stamps in Group B, of the early 
380s E and an Istrian соі от the end of the 5th beginning of the 4th cen- 
tury BCEIN.A. Gavriljuk, who distinguished two excavation areas as being 
the earliest, dated one of them, on the basis of finds, to the second half of 
5th-first half of 4th centuries BC and the other to the end of 5th-first half of 
the 4th century BCH She has postulated a fifth century date on the basis of 
Thasian stamps and fragments of two light clay vessels with stripes painted in 
a reddish-brown colour ("Ionian"). However, Thasian stamps cannot serve as 
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a foundation for such an early date since the stamping of Thasian amphoras 
is thought to begin only in the 4th century BC, c. 395-39018 Wheel-made pots 
decorated with red and brown stripes were widespread on the north coast 
of the Black Sea in the Classical and Hellenistic periods, a large number of 
them of local manufacture, including Olbian; it has been noted that Olbian 
painted decoration was always reddish in colou (Fig. 2.18-20). Thus such an 
early date for the foundation of Kamenskoe is not convincing. As regards the 
upper date one can point to the Group-3 Sinopean stamps and a stamp from 
early Group 4 along with Chersonesean stamps. The Chersonesean stamps 
(AIIOAAONIAA2, ЕҮКЛЕІЛАХ, NANON, НРОЛОТОХ, HPOEENO2;, 
A@ANOAQPOZ NIKEA, HPOKA2) belong to Group 1 and sub-group A of 
Group 2, i.e. they date from 325 to 272 BCE4 Only two astynomoi belong to the 
2nd group, and then only to the first part of the list, which is dated to 280-270 
BC. The latest coins are Olbian "Borysthenoi" of 300-280 BC, which show up 
in the excavations and in hoards The Thasian and Herakleian stamps fall 
within the limits of the 4th century BC, to the last quarter of which belongs 
a stamp ETY | MOY. Among the Sinopean stamps, Group 1 is represented 
by Endemos, Apollodoros, Philon, and Aischines 2. From the 2nd group we 
have Mnesios 1, Epielpos 1, Apollodoros 2, Poseidonios 3, Poseidonios, son 
of Hephaistodoros, Theopeithes; from the 3rd group Hikesios, Phorbas 2, 
Borys, Mnesikles, and from the beginning of the 4th group (279-258 according 
to Conovici 1998), Hekataios 1. Unstamped ceramic containers belong to 4th 
century types, as do the few fragments of black-glazed pottery. This is true 
both for Grakov's finds and those from the new excavationd2l(Fig. 10). Fourth 
century finds include coins from Histiaia in Euboia, Macedonia, Chersonesos, 
Pantikapaion and Olbia. AII this demonstrates, contrary to Gavriljuk's opin- 
ion, that the settlement of Kamenskoe was founded in the early 4th century 
and was occupied down to the 270s BC. 

In the settlement of Lysaja Gora the earliest material comes from surface 
surveys and belongs to the first quarter of the 4th century. It consists of an 
early Herakleian stamp of the fabricant Theoxenos and a Thasian stamp 
ФАХОМ | AHIZTPÀ Among wheel-made vessels fragments of Thasian and 
Herakleian amphoras predominate (Fig. 11.1-13). The latest find in the exca- 
vation is a Chersonesean stamp of Xenon, dated to 300-285 BC Pand encoun- 
tered in the upper layer £4 Coin finds are concentrated in the largest fortified 
settlement of Kamenskoe, which is considered to be the centre of trade. 

The author conducted excavations in Pervomaevka 2 in 1985-1987. An 
area of almost 1000 m? was uncovered, but few chronological indicators were 
found. Among the finds there is only one, Sinopean, stamp, belonging to the 
2nd group, with only the name of the fabricant Philokrates clearly legible. 
According to Fedoseev it dates to the third quarter of the 4th century BC. 
Only four amphora toes were encountered in the excavations (two Herakleian 
and two Sinopean) and another Sinopean was found in the survey. Among 
the amphora fragments, Herakleian (types 1, 2, 3) and Thasian containers 
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dominate. Thasian amphoras are predominantly of the biconical type, but 
one is conical. Sinopean jars belong to variant 1D of the third quarter of the 
4th century BC and to variant 2A, dating from the turn of the 1st and the 2nd 
centuries.4 No Chian cap-toes were found, but fragments from the upper 
parts of straight-necked Chian amphoras are present. One small fragment of 
a black-glazed cup was also encountered. Thus, all the imported vessels may 
be dated to the 4th century BC (Fig. 11.14-24). 

In the settlement of Cerneca an area of 510 m? was uncovered by the 
author. No stamps or black-glazed ceramic are present. Three amphora toes 
belong to Thasian, Chalkidian and Herakleian jars respectively. There are 
other parts of Chian and Sinopean amphoras as well as Koan examples with 
the double-barrel handles. Such a combination of amphoras would seem to 
be characteristic mostly of the second and third quarters of the 4th century 
BC (Fig. 11.25-32). 

The stratigraphy and the material from the Scythian settlements offer fewer 
possibilities for working out the chronology. The foundation of Kamenskoe 
and Lysaja Gora may be dated by the finds of amphora stamps to the 90s or 
80s of the 4th century BC. According to the latest material - again amphora 
stamps and numismatic data - the cessation of life in these two Scythian settle- 
ments occurred in the 80s (Lysaja Gora) and the late 70s (Kamenskoe) of the 
3rd century BC. Two other settlements existed in the 4th century BC. 

In reviewing these results one may note that the material in the "Greek" 
and Scythian settlements is synchronous, but there are no early Thasian 
stamps in settlements of the southern territory in the initial period of their 
existence. There is also an essential difference in the contemporary numis- 
matic finds in the two groups of settlements. As for the dating material for 
the last period of existence of the settlements in the Lower Dnieper region, 
one notes the coincidences in the set of stamps and the "Borysthenoi" in the 
outer and inner groups, but there is more of the late material, in particular 
Chersonesean and Sinopean stamps, at Kamenskoe. In the outer settlements 
only the first magistrate in Group 2 of Chersonesean stamps is represented 
while in Kamenskoe we find the second and the fifth. Sinopean stamps of the 
3rd group are prominent only in Kamenskoe, but the latest Sinopean stamps 
are of the early 4th group in both Kamenskoe and Glubokaja Pristan'. Chrono- 
logically, no real distinction emerges between the settlements located in the 
two zones of the territory under consideration. On the evidence just set out 
we may conclude that the inner and outer settlements existed synchronously 
and ceased to exist more or less simultaneously. 

Later, new sites appeared in Scythian territory. Some of these new forti- 
fied settlements are apparently located on the sites of earlier seasonal camps 
in the region of the river crossings, insofar as there are isolated finds from 
the 4th century. In the 1950s-1960s some materials were dated to the 3rd-2nd 
centuries, and this was the basis for the belief that there was a continuous 
Scythian presence in the Lower Dnieper region and an uninterrupted tran- 
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sition to the Late Scythian culture. The revised chronology invalidates this 
hypothesis, and the archaeological data indicate a temporary abandonment 
of this region. 

Among the Late Scythian fortified settlements Znamenskoe is the only one 
with an early layer of the 4th century BCP The corrected dates show а group 
of finds at the settlement of Znamenskoe dating to the 4th and first quarter 
of the 3rd centuries BC, with the main mass not earlier than the middle of 
the 2nd century BC. Amphoras widely dated to the 4th-3rd centuries BC by 
N.N. Роргероу аге of types which belong to the 4th century BC, as do the 
Thasian and Herakleian stamps. The latest of these is a Herakleian stamp with 
the name ETY | MOC, discussed above. Chersonesean stamps with names 
Apollonidas (Group 1A) and Kotytion (Group 2A) date from the end of the 
Ath to the 280s BC in Kac's classification Тһе Rhodian amphoras were dated 
by N.N. Pogrebova to the 3rd century BC and the Koan to the end of the 3rd 
and the 2nd century BC. Seven fragments of Rhodian amphoras were found, 
including three stamps. Two stamps contain the month ПАМАМОУҮ, with the 
magistrate АРХЕМВРОТО іп one case; the third is round, with a flower as 
the emblem] Archembrotos 1 belongs to the 5th chronological group dated 
c. 145-108 BC, and his year is c. 134/ 133 II The Koan stamps can hardly be 
considered a reliable tool for narrow determinations of chronology, but we 
may note that a Koan stamp, AAAIOY, of the early 1st century BA] was 
found іп Znamenskoe and another, which reads BAZIAEIAO, recorded also 
from the 2nd century layers of the Scythian Neapolis 4 These were initially 
dated to the 3rd century BC by N.N. Pogrebova. There are also two Sinopean 
stamps of a date not earlier than the second quarter of the 2nd century BC 
(according to Fedoseev), ГАҮКОҮ and NOYIOY; the latter was found with a 
Rhodian stamp of Group 5 in layer D at Neapolis, which is dated not earlier 
than c. 137-130 BCL Two fragments of lagynoi have been found, one perhaps 
of Rhodian manufacture, and there are finds of " Megarian" bowls. According 
to Rotroff's data, lagynoi are characteristic for the period from the 3rd to the 
1st centuries BC, being especially popular from 150 to 50 BCE4J. Bouzek, who 
worked with the collection of “Megarian” bowls from both the settlement of 
Znamenskoe and from the graves, has distinguished five different groups: 


"1. The “Ephesus” black-glazed Ionian bowls are most common. 2. 
The thinner Ionian two-coloured low bowls are second in number. 
3. Very low one-coloured bowls with broad leaves and rosettes, 
probably of Samian fabrication (2 pieces). 4. One fragment of a 
Late Pergamene bowl with an S-profiled rim. 5. Several crude 
unglazed fragments, which might be local Pontic products." 


The chronology of the mould-made bowls, especially from Ionia, is not firm, 
but the period of maximum distribution is the second half of the 2nd century 
ВСІ4“Мерагіап” bowls іп the late Scythian fortified settlement of Kara-Tobe 
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in the Crimea (where the cultural layer is dated to the second quarter of the 
2nd-first half of the 1st century BC) are mainly of Ionian manufacture. Some 
types have been identified that belong to 175-150 and 150-100 ВСІ гога the 
settlement of Znamenskoe comes a find of a single fibula of middle Га-Тёпе 
form, datable to the second half of the 2nd century BC, according to K.V. Kasp- 
агоуа 14 An Olbian coin, once dated to the end of the 3rd century H but more 
recently to 160-150 ВСШ 5 known from survey. The main mass of material 
is the same in all the Late Scythian settlements. It is described summarily in 
the following, and dates from the 1st century BC. The earliest artefacts may 
place the foundation of Znamenskoe in the second half of the 2nd century BC 
with the 130s BC as terminus ante quem. 

In the fortified settlement of Gavrilovskod!lisolated finds from the 4th 
century BC are present, but finds on the original floor of the earliest dwelling 
were dated by Pogrebova to the end of the 2nd-1st century BC. These include 
a skyphos from the first half of the 1st century BC and a cup from the 1st 
century BCE] Also found at Gavrilovskoe was the bottom of an Egyptian 
alabastron made of coloured glass of the Hellenistic i Rm Analogous 
articles in Samothrace are dated to the 1st century BC.E3 Among the finds a 
sherd of a red-glazed "Megarian" Бом ала a fragment of a lagynos are 
mentioned. 

In the settlement of Zolotaja Balka two building periods were identified, 
the earlier lasting from the end of the 3rd century through the 2nd-1st cen- 
turies ВСЇ# M.I. Vjaz’mitina concluded that the settlement was preceded 
by a Scythian camp of the 4th-3rd centuries BC. Now, however, all amphora 
fragments are dated to the 4th century. Vjaz'mitina's date for the foundation 
of the settlement rests first of all on Sinopean import of the 3rd-2nd centu- 
ries ВСІ The Sinopean amphora кеен to the 4th century types. А 
Sinopean stamp was found and dated to the 3rd-2nd centuries BCH N.F. 
Fedoseev now reads ZOIIYPIONOX| AZTYNOMOYN | ТО» KOYPYAOY 
(with two emblems) and dates the stamp to the 320s BC. This stamp belongs 
to chronological вопр 5, апа the latest date proposed for it is the very епа 
of the 4th century BC Vjaz’mitina further considered certain amphora frag- 
ments to be Koan of the 3rd-2nd and the 2nd-1st centuries BC, which in fact 
come from later products of other centres ЁЗ The materials obtained do not 
support a date for the foundation of the settlement in the 3rd century or at the 
turn of the 3rd and the 2nd centuries BC as proposed by M.I. Vjaz'mitina and 
later Бу М.В. Ščukin [4 The earliest layers and objects contain fragments of 
Pergamene kantharoi with white painting, glazed cups and bowls. Vjaz’ mitina 
made no mention of finds of Rhodian amphoras or Megarian bowls. Thus, in 
this settlement she noted finds of imported pottery from Asia Minor with a 
broad range of dates in the 2nd-1st centuries BC, but no finds are identified 
with a narrow 2nd century date [24 

At Annovskoe an area of 900 m? was uncovered іп 1984, 1986, and 1987124 
The date proposed by one of the authors for the earliest buildings, the end 
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of the 3rd and the 2nd century BC, may have to be revised. The Chersone- 
sean stamp of Bathyllos, of 325-315 BC according to Kad! was incorrectly 
read and dated to the end of Һе 3rd-2nd centuries BC/24 A “Hellenistic cup" 
was found on the lowest floor of a stratigraphically early building. This cup 
(no. 566 in the collection of 1987, Fig. 12.2) of cylindrical shape with typical 
ring foot is analogous to finds in Zolotaja Balka with a date in the 2nd-1st 
centuries ВС. 234 Gavriljuk also considers a fragment of a glazed vessel with 
painted decoration and some bronze earrings to be a basis for an early date 
in the 3rd-2nd centuries BC4 This fragment of the kantharos - no. 332 in 
the collection of 1987 (Fig. 12.1) - has analogies in Zolotaja Balka, in a group 
of Pergamene ceramic of the 2nd-1st centuries BCE] With regard to the ear- 
rings as a chronological indicator for the second half of the 3rd century BC, 
one may have doubts about their narrow dating, since even the grave in the 
necropolis of Zolotoe in the Crimea, which contains the earrings proposed 
by Gavriljuk as an analogy and basis for her date, is dated to the 1st century 
AD by V.N. Korpusova4 This settlement is similar to Zolotaja Balka in its 
material culture and is situated close to it. 

In the settlement of Ljubimovskoe, following work by various scholars 
in 1926, 1927, 1929, 1951, 1952, 1972, and 1978, excavations were renewed 
by M.I. Abikulova in 1988-1990. She identifies two building periods, with an 
early one lasting from the 2nd-1st centuries BC until the end of the 1st cen- 
tury АР The early structures include the usual set of amphoras from the 
1st century BC, and fragments of “Megarian” bowls (Ionian) are mentioned 
along with them. Sherds of glazed pottery from Asia Minor were also found 
and a chance find of a cup is known (Fig. 12.4-5). 

Thus, we see a divergence between the dating of the amphoras and the 
isolated ceramic material. In the northern Black Sea littoral Rhodian amphoras 
are found en masse in the 2nd century BC sites, but they are absent from our 
settlements with the exception of Znamenskoe. These isolated artefacts may 
determine the beginning of renewed occupation in the second half of the 2nd 
century BC of the territory abandoned earlier. The presence of lagynoi and 
“Megarian” bowls is the main reason for updating to the 2nd century BC, but 
lagynoi are current in the late 2nd-early 1st century BC along with “Ionian” 
relief-ware [44 If we set aside the settlement of Znamenskoe, the earliest group 
of amphoras in all the Late Scythian settlements dates from the 1st century BC- 
1st century AD, according to Vnukov's chronology (Fig. 13). The most common 
amphora type in the early strata is wide-necked, with double-barrel handles, 
a cigar-shaped body and cone-shaped or acorn-shaped toe (Type C 1). They 
are probably late Koan or come from the south coast of the Black Sea - from 
Sinope and Негакіеіа [Э Fragments of amphoras are also found with oval- 
sectioned handles (Type C 2). Amphoras with profiled handles, an elongated 
body and conical toe are represented (Type C III A). Their date, based on the 
materials from the north-western Crimea, may be narrowed down to the last 
quarter of the 1st century BC-first half of the 1st century АР] 4 
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As for the numismatic evidence, two Olbian coins of the second half of 
the 2nd century BC were found by chance on the Lower Dnieper settlements. 
One is mentioned above (in Znamenskoe), the other - a coin of Skilouros - is 
known from surveys in the settlement of Kopulovka A]land is dated 130-120 
BC according to Anochin 54 

It is possible that the foundation of Znamenskoe marks the first penetra- 
tion of a new population into the Lower Dnieper region in the second half 
of the 2nd century BC after a gap in occupation, but it is more likely that the 
foundation of the other fortified settlements occurred at the end of the 2nd- 
beginning of the first century BC. 

In summing up the results of the new investigations into the chronol- 
ogy of the settlements of the Lower Dnieper, one may distinguish several 
periods in the life of the population of the region, periods which are linked to 
changes in the historical situation in Olbia, in Scythia and in the north Black 
Sea littoral as a whole. Despite cultural differences within the population, the 
division into periods of the settlements shows the same periods of existence 
with small chronological distinctions. The first period of settling begins in 
the early 4th century BC and continues down to the first quarter of the 3rd 
century. Furthermore, from the second third of the 3rd century to the middle 
of the 2nd BC, there is no archaeological evidence of the presence here of a 
Scythian or any other population. This is equally true for settlements and not 
only burials, as has been asserted Ed 

The third period embraces the chronological interval from the second half 
of the 2nd century BC to the first centuries AD, but the return to a settled way 
of life, judging by the mass of material in the lower strata of the settlements, 
occurred more or less simultaneously in the 1st century BC. Nevertheless, the 
presence of isolated finds from the second half of the 2nd century BC requires 
explanation. One may suggest that separate population groups gradually 
penetrated into the territory where the nomadic Scythians had formerly lived, 
and the continuous deliveries of goods in amphoras began when the chora of 
Olbia was reborn. The earliest material of the 2nd century BC is present only 
at Znamenskoe, which was perhaps founded earlier than the other settlements. 
There is no stratigraphic confirmation of this; there are no complexes which 
do not contain amphoras of the 1st century BC. Likewise, the material from 
the burials provides no early dates. 

As a result of the more precise chronology, shifts in the material culture 
and the ethnic composition of the population in the territory of Scythia can be 
traced. Comparison of the chronology derived from archaeological data with 
the epigraphic or literary evidence is difficult, since the sources at our disposal 
do not relate directly to this territory at this time. Because of the chronological 
discrepancies now revealed, it is no longer possible to link the decree in honour 
of Protogenes with the population of the Lower Dnieper settlements The 
revised chronology of their existence has thus allowed us to make corrections 
to the earlier reconstruction of the historical situation in the region. 
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Fig. 2. Pottery [1-17) amphoras, 18-20) painted tableware; 21-24) black-glazed ware] 
from filling of the ancient ravine in the Usad'ba Litvinenko settlement (collection of 
the Cherson regional museum). 
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Fig. 3. Pottery [1-7, 10-14) amphoras; 8-9, 15) black-glazed ware] from the dwelling 


(1-2), pit no. 1 (3-9), pit no. 3 (10-15) in the Usad’ba Litvinenko settlement (collection 
of the Cherson regional museum). 
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Fig. 4. Types of amphoras from excavations of 1950 and 1991 in the Glubokaja Pristan’ 
settlement (collection of the Cherson regional museum). 
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Fig. 5. Black-glazed pottery and unguentarium from excavations of 1950 and 1991 (5- 
10) in the Glubokaja Pristan' settlement (collection of the Cherson regional museum). 
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Fig. 6. Types of Chian and Thasian amphoras from the Belozerskoe settlement (collec- 
tions of the Cherson regional museum and the Cherson State University). 
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Fig. 7. Types of amphoras from the Belozerskoe settlement (collections of Cherson 
regional museum). 
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Fig. 8. Black-glazed pottery from the Belozerskoe settlement, excavations 1989 (collec- 
tion of the Cherson regional museum). 
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Fig.9. Black-glazed pottery from the Belozerskoe settlement (collections of the Cherson 
regional museum and the Cherson State University). 


240 Valeria P. Bylkova 


LLAT 4 
42 a rrr Nn 
errr «ДС 
qi, mco 

un Let y= 


Fig. 10. Amphoras from the Kamenskoe settlement (after Karjaka 1997, 112, 115, figs. 
1 and 2). 
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Fig. 11. Amphoras from the Lysaja Gora settlement (1-13) (after Gavriljuk, Bylkova 
& Kravéenko 1992, 46, fig. 6); the Pervomaevka 2 settlement (14-24) and the Cerneéa 
settlement (25-32). 
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Fig. 12. Glazed pottery, bronze earrings from the Annovskoe (1-3) and Ljubimovskoe 
(4-5) settlements: 3-8) after Gavriljuk & Abikulova 1991, part 1, 46, fig. 18.5; 4) no. A- 
101/1685 in the Kachovka museum; 5) collection of 1988 in the Cherson museum. 


Fig. 13. Types of amphoras in the Late Scythian settlements in the Lower Dnieper 


region according to M. Abikulova (Gavriljuk & Abikulova 1991, part 2, 42, fig. 6). 
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Abikulova 1977; 1979. 

Bylkova 1996. 

Bra£inskij 1984b. 

Monachov 1999a, 167-168. 

Bra£inskij 1965. 

Monachov 1999a, 194-201. 

Zajceva 1984, 111-120, table VI. 

Bylkova 1996b. 

Bylkova 1992. 

Anderson 1954, 175, fig. 9 k. 

Kac 1994, 83. 

Rotroff 1997b, 87, pls. 80 and 81. 

Kac 1994, 52-53, 76. 

Abikulova 1979; KryZickij, Bujskich & Otresko 1990, 40, 69-70. 

Bujskich 1989, 20; 1988, 5-9; 1990, 22. 

Bujskich 1988, 9-10. 

Ratner 1950. 

BraSinskij 1980, 160, no. 242, 111, по. 48, 115, no. 75. 

Monachov 1999a, 160-161. 

Monachov 1999a, 275. 

Bujskich 1993, 80-82; Bujskich & Ostroverchov 1994. 

KryZickij, Bujskich & Otre&ko 1990, 72, fig. 13. 

Abramov 1993, 87, no. 2.62. 

Monachov 1999a, 271, 282-283, 317. 

Shear 1969, 392, pl. 103.f; Vanderpool et al. 1962, 37, pl. 20, по. 37; McCredie 1966, 
11; Korovina 1983, no. 63; Rotroff 1997b, no. 26; Hannestad, Stolba & Sceglov 
2002, 132-133, no. B 8. 

Сісікоуа 1984, 79, 110, no. Ш 109; Parovic-Pe&ikan 1974, 109-110, fig. 93.6. 

Kac 1994, 83 no. 1. 

Bujskich 1990, 7. 

Fedoseev 1994. 

Conovici 1998, 39. 

Alekseev 1986. 

Bujskich 1989, 16. 

Bujskich 1990, 13. 

Monachov 1990, 14. 

Anderson 1954, 175, fig. 9.Ғ; Abramov 1994, 76, по. 2.12; Monachov 1999a, 137, 
fig. 45.9. 

Lancov 1994, 84-85, fig. 9.17. 

Zolotarev 2002, 70. 

Lejpunskaja 1981, 56-57. 

Anochin 1989, 104. 


The Chronology of Settlements in the Lower Dnieper Region 245 


Anochin 1989, no. 26. 

Kac 1994, 96-97. 

Efremov 1992, 258-259. 

Alekseev 2001, 75. 

Analogies are: Cicikova 1984, 68-69; Edwards 1975, 20, pl. 69 et al. 

Anochin 1989, 107-108. 

Bylkova 1994; 1996a. 

Monachov 1999a, 330-331. 

Avram 1996, no. 173. 

Debidour 1986, 331. 

Avram 1996, no. 269. 

Conovici 1998, 33. 

Fedoseev 1994. 

Anochin 1989, 105-106. 

Fedoseev 1993b; 1994, 189. 

Conovici 1998, 32-33. 

Blondé, Muller & Mulliez 1991, 220, 222. 

Monachov 1992. 

Papadopoulos & Paspalas 1999, 181. 

Monachov 1989a, 42-59. 

Empéreur & Garlan 1992, 18-19. 

Koehler 1982. 

Cecchladze 1992, 92-93. 

Clinkenbeard 1986, 360-361, fig. 5. 

Pemperton 1997. 

Kobylina 1951; Boardman 1989, 190-191. 

Jones, Sackett & Graham 1962, no. 11; Blondé 1985, nos. 7-8. 

Alexandrescu 1978, no. 554; Drougu 1991, 45. 

Williams & Fisher 1970, no. 41; Schlorb-Vierneisel 1966, no. 148.1; Rotroff 1997b, 
no. 150. 

Cook 1965, 145-146; Corbett 1955, 177-181. 

Oakley & Rotroff 1992, no. 303. 

Rotroff 1997b, no. 965. 

Monachov & Rogov 1990b, 130; Blondé 1989, nos. 38-39; Rotroff 1997b, nos. 
81-83. 

Monachov & Rogov 1990b, 129-130; Alexandrescu 1978, no. 577; Blondé 1989, 
nos. 52-53; Rotroff 1997b, nos. 1-2. 

Rotroff 1997b, no. 965; Jones, Graham & Sackett 1973, no. 25. 

Рагоуіё-РеёіКап 1974, fig. 92.1-3, Type П; Alexandrescu 1978, 105, no. 687; Kozub 
1974, 99. 

Alexandrescu 1978, no. 611. 

Blondé 1989, no. 88; Blondé 1985, nos. 168-173. 

Shear 1969, 391, pl. 103.1n; Parovic-Pesikan 1974, 114-116, types I-II; Anderson- 
Stojanovié 1993, nos. 6, 8, 16. 

KryZickij et al. 1989, 127. 

KryZickij et al. 1989, 155-156. 

Grakov 1954. 

Gavriljuk 1999, 35-59. 

Ple&ivenko 1992, 169, pl. 4. 

Avram 1996, 86, no. 13. 


246 Valeria P. Bylkova 


86 Grakov 1954, 146, no. 3. 

87 Zaginajlo 1967, 60-61. 

88 Gavriljuk 1999, 49, 57. 

89 Garlan 1993, 152-153. 

90 Knipovic 1955, 376. 

91 Кас 1994. 

92 Volékova 1956. 

93 Karjaka 1997. 

94 PleSivenko 1992, 166, pls. 2.169, 4. 

95 Kac 1994, no. 90. 

96 Gavriljuk, Bylkova & Kravéenko 1992, part 1, 29. 
97 Monachov 1992, 169, 172. 

98 Pogrebova 1958. 

99 Pogrebova 1958, 117, figs. 8.143, 19.142-144. 
100 Kac 1994, 87-88, 101. 

101 Pogrebova 1958, 146. 

102 Finkielsztejn 2001, 165, 195, tabs. 16 and 21. 
103 Grace & Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, 364, E236. 
104 Zajcev & Puzdrovskij 1994, 227, fig. 8.10. 

105 Zajcev 1995, 82-83, pl. 7.19. 

106 Rotroff 1997b, 226-227. 

107 Bouzek 1990, 74. 

108 Bilde 1993, 200, 205-206. 

109 Vnukov & Kovalenko 1998. 

110 Kasparova 1984, 114. 

111 Grakov 1954, 146, no. 6. 

112 Anochin 1989, 111, nos. 314-319. 

113 Pogrebova 1958. 

114 Pogrebova 1958, 180, figs. 31.2, 31.4. 

115 Pogrebova 1958, 223. 

116 Dusenbery 1998, 1066-1071. 

117 Pogrebova 1958, 220. 

118 Vjaz' mitina 1962. 

119 Vjaz’mitina 1962, 150. 

120 Vjaz’mitina 1962, 149, fig. 70.13; 156, fig. 71.9. 
121 Vjaz' mitina 1962, 148, fig. 69.3. 

122 Conovici 1998, no. 42. 

123 Zeest 1960, Type 62 of the 1st century BC-1st century AD; Scukin 1970, 57. 
124 Séukin 1970, 56. 

125 Vjaz' mitina 1962, 170-177, figs. 72-74. 

126 Gavriljuk & Abikulova 1991. 

127 Kac 1994, 91, no. 32. 

128 Gavriljuk & Abikulova 1991, part 1, 22, 47, fig. 19.1. 
129 Vjaz'mitina 1962, 177, 169, fig. 72.9. 

130 Gavriljuk & Abikulova 1991, part 1, 5-8. 

131 Vjaz'mitina 1962, 170-171, fig. 73.2. 

132 Korpusova 1983, 109, 56, fig. 15.12 

133 Abikulova 1990; 1994. 

134 Hayes 1991, 18. 

135 Vnukov 2000, figs. 4-6. 


The Chronology of Settlements in the Lower Dnieper Region 247 


136 Vnukov 1988, 199-204. 
137 Bodjanskij 1961, 32. 
138 Anochin 1989, 111-112. 
139 Polin 1992. 

140 Otre&ko 1982, 43-45. 


Problems of the Chronology of the 
Late Hellenistic Strata of Olbia 


Valentina V. Krapivina 


The period from the end of the 2nd to the first half of the 1st centuries BC is 
still among the least known in the history of Olbia. This was a period when 
the political situation on the northern littoral of the Black Sea was character- 
ized by, from one side, great activity on the part of the barbarian tribes exert- 
ing pressure on the Greek cities, and, from the other, a struggle between the 
Pontic King Mithridates VI Eupator and the Roman Empire for domination 
of the region. 

This article aims to highlight the main problems of the chronology of the 
late Hellenistic strata in Olbia, to which, as yet, there are no solutions, and 
which demand a large-scale, additional study. It has to be underlined that 
this concerns first of all the latest Hellenistic stratum of the city, i.e. from the 
end of the 2nd to the first half of the 1st century BC. 

Less intricate is the situation with the layers of the 3rd-the first half of 
the 2nd century BC, which have been observed in all parts of the city. From 
the last quarter of the 4th till the turn from the 4th to the 3rd century BC, 
major rebuilding work was undertaken throughout the entire territory of 
the city. Later, by the middle of the 3rd century BC, nearly all the houses 
had undergone substantial restoration. The second half of the 3rd century 
is distinguished by a decrease in building activity, being a period when no 
new temples and administrative edifices were built and the old ones were 
not restored. The rebuilding of the houses, which can be attested for the 2nd 
century BC, usually led to a reduction in their sizeB 

The rural settlements of the Olbian chora on the right bank of the Bug 
River ceased to exist not later than the middle to the end of the 3rd century 
BC, while as regards the settlements of the left bank, evidence shows that 
habitation only ceases after the middle of the 2nd century BCH Probably their 
inhabitants moved back to Olbia or to the other Greek cities, or to the settle- 
ments of the Lower Dnieper region It does not seem to be fortuitous that 
the springing up of the Lower-Dnieper fortified settlements in the 3rd - 2nd 
centuries BC coincides with the time of the downfall of the settlements of the 
Olbian chora. Therefore, it is likely that the inhabitants of the latter might well 
have taken part in establishing these settlements, which would explain their 
considerable Hellenisation B 
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Fig. 1. Olbia. City plan with excavated areas. 


At the same time in the city of Olbia layers of the second half of the 2nd 
century BC were revealed in nearly all excavated areasH Only a few of the 
buildings had ceased to exist by the middle of the 2nd century BC: the gymna- 
sion, the administrative building to the south of it some houses in the central 
part of the Upper City including the residences of the prosperous citizendland 
the single houses in the northern part of the Lower City. The buildings near 
the agora and to the east of the Western Temeno@land the richest houses of 
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the southern part of the Lower City were rebuilt in the first half of the 2nd 
century BC. Their cellars, which were no longer used, were filled up ld 

A famous decree of Protogenes (IOSPE I’, 32) dated to the two last decades 
of the 3rd century BC provides the first evidence of foreigners and citizens 
of Olbia leaving the city because of the threat of barbarian invasion. Shortly 
afterwards, in the first half of the 2nd century BC, the situation worsened. 
So, the Olbian decree honouring Neikeratos, son of Papias, (IOSPE P, 34) 
mentions the enemies constantly attacking the polis as well as some of the 
citizens escaping to Hylaia. Neikeratos himself perished in this struggle with 
the enemy. 

In the 2nd century BC no new fortifications for the city were erected. The 
defensive lines constructed back in the 4th - 3rd centuries were still in use 
and only urgent repairs in especially weak places could be carried out E This 
was confirmed by the inscription of Posideos, son of Dionysios, who dedi- 
cated the defensive wall to Demeter, Kore, Plouton and Demos. The above- 
mentioned inscription was found in the northern part of the Lower City, not 
far from the supposed line of the northern defensive wall, and on the basis 
of the paleography and the historical context it can be dated not earlier than 
the middle of the 2nd century BCH 

Perhaps the city walls were strengthened before the protectorate of the 
Scythian King Skilouros. The coins struck in Olbia in his name, however, 
did not supplant the city’s own coinage Both this fact and the inscriptions 
of the second half of the 2nd century issued in the name of the boule and the 
demos (NO 27, 35-38) evidence the main political rights upheld by the city. 
The main officials of the city continued to perform their functions during this 
time as well 4 

Trading connections were reduced insignificantly. So, for instance the 
quantity and assortment of the import of the relief ceramics to Olbia was 
especially large in the second half of the 2nd century BC. Apart from the 
Attic ware all groups of the mould-made pottery (from Miletos, Ephesos, 
Pergamon, Samos, Rhodos, Syria etc.) were encountered in the city’s layers. 
From this period are finds of the so-called “Megarian” bowls, marked with 
the names KupBeos and Поо1беос, workshops which have been identified as 
being located in Smyrna. And they are even more numerous than in other 
Greek Black Sea centers, except Tyras 1 

It is worthy of note that the proxenia to the citizen of Smyrna Stephanos, 
son of Alexander (NO 27), part of which was found on the Central Temenos 
of Olbia to the east of the temple of Apollon (sector E-3; excavations of E.I. 
Levi and A.N. Karasev), is datable to the same period. Another part of the 
decree came from the south-eastern part of the city (sector R-25 on the terri- 
tory of the citadel) Hju.G. Vinogradov was in fact the first who saw them as 
two parts of the same inscription and ascribed it to the time of the Scythian 
protectorate over the city The word Васка restored in one of its parts 
enabled him to connect the inscription with Mithridates VI Eupator and to date 
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it to about 100 BC. On the other hand, A.I. Ivantchik working from the shape 
of letters considered it to be earlier than the inscription IOSPE I’, 35 reliably 
dated to the time of Mithridates. In addition he noticed that the text reveals 
that the inscription was placed in the sanctuary of Apollon. Arguing that by 
the end of the 2nd century the Central Temenos had already ceased to exist, 
and working from the reconstruction of the раоЛлка he assumes the connec- 
tion of the decree with Skilouros and his protectorate over Olbia. [f Moreover, 
this could be the usual type of 2nd century honorific decree, which alongside 
the finds of the relief ceramics of that period proves fairly close connections 
between Olbia and Smyrna. 

At the end of the 2nd century BC the central, the western and the southern 
quarters in the agora area, the north-eastern and the south-eastern quarters 
in the area of the Zeus Kurgan as well as the north-eastern district (sector I 
near the city walls) fell into disuse. The main monuments of the agora per- 
ished, its system of water supply and reservoir were filled up with earth 
The houses in the southern part of the Lower City fell into ruin around the 
turn from the 2nd to the 1st century BCE The decline in the city’s building 
activity at that time manifested itself in the absence of new constructions, in 
the destruction of already existing buildings as well as in the appearance of 
the “empty areas" within the city’s territory El 

All the temples of the Central Temenos had already ceased to function by 
the end of the 2nd century BC. The marble elements of the main city's altar 
and the decrees cut on the marble slabs were broken up even earlier H It is 
likely that this might have happened even before the protectorate of Skilou- 
ros. Ju.G. Vinogradov's suggestion that the main altar remained in use after 
the destruction of the temples until the city was capturedPl conflicts with 
the observation of A.N. Karasev, the investigator of the Central Temenos of 
Olbia, that according to archaeological context the marble slabs of the altar 
and the decrees on marble steles were destroyed before all the temples were 
pulled down Pl 

This assertion was proved twenty years later during the excavations in 
sector R-1925]A number of architectural details of the Ionic and Doric orders, 
large stone slabs and four statue bases with dedications to Apollon Delphinios, 
Zeus Olympios, Zeus Eleutherios and All Gods were found in the ruins of 
the defensive wall Ed There can hardly be any doubt they were taken from the 
temenos’ area where two main temples of Apollon Delphinios and Zeus, one of 
the Ionic order another of the Doric, were once situated. The pedestals found 
can be dated broadly from the 4th to the first half of the 2nd century ВС 

According to a widely accepted notion, most life in the central and the 
northern parts of the city ceases by the end of the 2nd century BC. This might 
be the point that led Ju.G. Vinogradov to an erroneous conclusion that most 
of the Upper City’s territory south of the Severnaja ravine was devoid of the 
cultural layer datable to the 1st century BC and the city’s territory was reduced 
to the southern part only 24 However, excavations by the author as well as a 
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careful examination of the reports of previous excavations proved that in the 
southern part of Olbia the layers from the end of the 2nd and from the 1st 
century BC are also rather scarce. Thus the situation here is similar to that in 
the other parts of the city. 

The main problem of the late Hellenistic strata in Olbia is their bad state 
of preservation. As a rule it is difficult to expose them because of the thick 
layers of the previous period of the 3rd - the first half of the 2nd century BC 
as well as due to building activities of the 1st - 3rd centuries AD, which have 
partly destroyed them. At present a very thin layer from the end of the 2nd 
to the first half of the 1st centuries BC has also been laid bare in the northern 
part of the Lower City El Furthermore, the Western Temenos situated not far 
from the Central one, north-west of it, continued in use. This was the earliest 
sacred place in Olbia, which existed without interruption from the second 
quarter of the 6th century BC until the invasion of the Getae Pd 

According to S.D. KryZickij, who discussed the small one/two-chambered 
late Hellenistic constructions built on the site of the former houses in the 
north-western part of the city (sector S-Z), they could hardly have existed 
any later than the middle of the 2nd century BC, for later on the potter's kilns 
appeared here and in the north-eastern part of the city (sector I). Thus, in the 
second half of the 2nd - the first half of the 1st century BC vast territories 
must have appeared in the northern part of Olbia, which were turned into 
the manufacturing district El 

It is, however, my belief that these small one/two-chambered construc- 
tions continued to exist until the mid 1st century BC, likewise the houses in 
the north-eastern part of the city (sector I), for the potter's kilns seemed to 
appear here and on the site of the Central Temenos only later. According to 
the stratigraphical observations and the latest finds they can be dated to the 
period from the beginning of the 1st until the beginning of the 2nd century 
AD. These kilns revealed mainly the finds of tiles and bricks, which the city 
needed while being restored following the Getic invasion rather than in the 
period of decline! 

Around the mid 2nd century BC the city's necropolis was moved closer to 
the city walls and occupied the territory along the Хајаёја ravine. The burials 
of the late Hellenistic period are not numerous, though they do exist £4 

Indeed, from the end of the 2nd to the first half of the 1st century BC there 
was a period when Olbia was suffering a severe crisis, both economically 
and politically. Nevertheless, according to archaeological, numismatic and 
epigraphic evidence, life continued here. So, the inscription IOSPE Р, 201, 
which can be dated to about 100 BC lists the names of the Olbian citizens, who 
served as the eponyms of the city and the priests of ApollonBl Two further 
inscriptions are connected with the time of Mithridates VI. One of them is a 
well-known Olbian decree honouring the кореруцтцс from Amisos (IOSPE 
P, 35), while another is a new inscription recently found in the south-eastern 
part of the Upper City of Olbia (sector R-25) 64 Also dated to about 100 BC is 
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the decree of Tomis honouring a certain Nilos from Tyras, who constantly 
took care of everyone, making their way to Olbia Pd 

Similarly, Olbian issues of bronze coins seem to continue without interrup- 
tion until the third quarter of the 1st century ВС Maintaining the features 
of the city's autonomous coinage these specimens reveal, however, the Pontic 
influence.£4 The bronze Mithridatic issues of the cities of Pontos and Paphla- 
gonia are very well represented in Olbian finds as well. Especially numerous 
are the coins of 111-105 BC; the coins of 105-90 BC are twice as rare; and those 
of the second decade of the 1st century are somewhat few in number Pl 

At the end of the 2nd century BC both the number of the coins found and 
the import of relief ceramics was reduced considerably. However a small num- 
ber of workshops, namely those of Pergamon and the Bosporos, continued to 
supply their production to Olbia until the first third of the 1st century ВС 

Thus, at the end of the 2nd century BC the situation, which in the previ- 
ous period was not good either, changed for the worst. The barbarians con- 
stantly attacking the city may have succeeded in reducing part of it to ruins. 
Dio Chrysostomos (Or., 36.4) mentions repeated captures of the city, which 
had taken place before the invasion of the Getae: 


The city of Borysthenes, as to its size, does not correspond to its 
ancient fame, because of its ever-repeated seizure and its wars. 
For since the city has lain in the midst of barbarians now for so 
long a time - barbarians, too, who are virtually the most warlike 
of all - it is always in a state of war and has often been captured, 
the last and the most disastrous capture occuring not more than 
one hundred and fifty years ago. And the Getae on that occasion 
seized not only Borysthenes but also the other cities along the left 
shore of Pontus as far as Apollonia (transl. H. Lamar Crosby). 


Probably some of the inhabitants had abandoned Olbia even before the inva- 
sion of the Getae thus taking refuge among the "friendly barbarians" as the 
citizens of Istros did El There was no life, neither in the central part of the 
Upper City, north and west of the Central Temenos, nor in the southern part 
of the Lower City where the houses of the rich Olbiopolitai had been located. 
Perhaps some of those citizens genuinely did leave the city in the period of 
decline (before the city's incorporation into the Pontic kingdom) leading to 
the appearance of "empty" territories. 

The history of Olbia during that period was connected with Mithridates VI 
Eupator. Two inscriptions found in Olbia testify to that. Part of the population 
left the city while the others asked Mithridates VI for help. The above-men- 
tioned decree (IOSPE P, 35) honouring the корерудтцс, son of Philokrates, 
from Amisos gives details of the Olbian ambassadors to Mithridates as well 
as their return together with a new group of the Armenioi sent by the king. 
New troops were quartered together with the previous garrison in a specially 
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organized camp. Mention of the captain, who during the stormy weather 
brought some needed goods for the Armenioi who had arrived at Olbia ear- 
lier, highlights a deep economic decline in the city, which was not able to 
supply even the garrison. 

According to palaeographical features the decree can be assigned to the 
last decade of the 2nd - the first decade of the 1st century BCE. The exact date 
of the protectorate of the Pontic kingdom over Olbia is not clear, though £ 
It is tempting, however, to link the subjugation of Olbia to Mithridates with 
the most numerous finds of the coins of Pontos. Possibly the interdependence 
of these phenomena was not that straightforward. The number of the coins 
found in the city could also testify to the development of the economic connec- 
tions with the poleis of the Pontic kingdom, which preceded the protectorate. 
It can be confirmed, to my mind, by the above-mentioned decree in honour 
of Stephanos, son of Alexander, and the increasing importation of the late 
Hellenistic relief ceramics. With the incorporation of Olbia into the Pontic 
kingdom the character of economic connections might have changed. It has 
to be born in mind that in the second - third decades of the 1st century BC 
when the flow of the Pontic bronze currency to Olbia had thinned consider- 
ably the polis issued a new series of its own coins. 

The new inscription found in Olbia in 2002 is carved on a statue base of 
white marble. Apart from the two first lines, which can be easily restored, it 
is well preserved El According to the inscription Diogenes, son of Thyaios, the 
strategos of Mithridates Eupator and his governor-general in Olbia dedicated 
the defensive wall to the Mother of the Gods. The stone is dated to the year 
KÈ (220) of the Pontic era (778/77 BC). 

We do not know when the troops of Mithridates left Olbia, but in 77 BC 
they were still there. Probably that year they finished the strengthening of 
the Olbian fortifications. The ruins of one of these walls were revealed on the 
central high ground of Olbia, where the secondarily used architectural ele- 
ments and the statue bases from the Central Temenos (see above) were found. 
Now it becomes clear that the stone from the Central Temenos was taken 
away not at the end of the 2nd but rather in the first - second decades of the 
1st century BC, before 77 BCH This was done by the garrison of Mithridates 
in order to strengthen the fortifications of the city. It is likely that the walls 
and the towers like the temples of the Central Temenos were partly damaged 
during the barbarian attacks. 

Although the city continued to exist within the previous boundaries it still 
remains unclear which parts of it have been preserved, what the real size of 
the inhabited area was and where exactly the garrison of Mithridates Eupa- 
tor was quartered. 

Neither is it any clearer what sort of relations Mithridates' deputy enjoyed 
with the local authorities of Olbia. The numismatic data from the northern 
and southern coasts of the Black Sea testify to the restriction of the sovereignty 
of the dependent Greek states in the 80-705 ВС. To a certain extent the new 
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Olbian stone can confirm that. While IOSPE Г, 35 is still issued in the name 
of the Council and the Assembly, the new inscription refers to Mithridates’ 
governor-general and begins with the name of the king. Moreover, it is dated 
according to the Pontic era, not by the names of the priests-eponyms of the 
city. 
We do not know exactly when Olbia freed itself from the subjugation of 
the Pontos. However, the rule of Mithridates over Olbia could hardly survive 
after 71-70 BC when his troops were defeated by the Roman army in Asia 
Minor and on the western Black Sea littoral [J Probably Olbia, being left in a 
critical situation without any military support from the king’s side, automati- 
cally slipped out of his control El 

The invasion of the Getae of Burebista in the middle of the 1st century BC 
interrupted the history of the late Hellenistic city of Olbia and put an end to 
its life for several decades. 
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Absolute and Relative Chronology of 
Scythian Neapolis in the 2nd century BC 


Jurij P. Zajcev 


Scythian Neapolis, which is mentioned by Strabon (7.4.7) and the inscriptions 
(IOSPE P, 352), is the largest and certainly the most investigated barbarian 
fortress of the northern Black Sea region (Fig. 1). Its archaeological history is 
divided into five periods and covers an interval from the 2nd century BC up 
to the 3rd century AD The most glowing and significant time in life of the 
city falls into the second half of the 2nd century BC, when the fortress was a 
capital and a residence of the King Skilouros The main complex of the for- 
tress in this period was the royal (Southern) Palace with the Mausoleum of 
Skilouros and Argotas (Fig. 2.1). 

The building of the Southern Palace was discovered at the central gate 
of the fortress and was excavated in three stages: 1945-50, 1955-59 (under 
direction of P.N. Schulz), and 1989-99 (the last years under direction of the 
author). 

Besides the architectural remains, a special significance in our case has a 
distinct layer of the Late Hellenistic period. Here were found more than 400 
stratified amphora stamps, eight coins, brooches, gold ornaments, beads, 
and various imported pottery (Figs. 3 and 4). The excavations of 1946 in the 
Mausoleum of Skilouro¢lhave revealed an abundance of Hellenistic pottery, 
weapons, gold ornaments, beads as well as other objects. This range of mate- 
rial is comparable with the similar finds from a cultural layer of the Southern 
Palace. 

The careful examination of all this material has made it possible to con- 
struct a general chronological column (Figs. 5 and 6). The basic horizons of 
the column are designated by the letters of the Latin alphabet - from above 
downwards, in a retrospective sequence. Here a special attention will be 
devoted to two of them, namely E and D. 

Each horizon corresponds to the large-scale changes in the architectural 
layout of the Palace, which were accompanied by the changes in the struc- 
ture of the layers. In turn, each horizon is divided into more detailed “sub- 
horizons” specified additionally by Arabic numerals (for example, D3). Their 
accumulation might rather be caused by the smaller-scale events such as 
reorganization or erection of some individual structures, fires, etc., which 
have not essentially changed the function or the layout of the architectural 
complex as a whole. 
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All the archaeological material obtained from the layers E and D was 
strictly divided up according to the stratigraphical data. The majority of the 
Rhodian amphora stamps in each layer belong to V. Grace’s chronological 
group V (150-108 BC), the stamps of Group III (220/200-180 BC) being the 
second largest bunch. Third in quantity are the stamps of Group IV (180-150 
BC). The factual distribution of the stamps, however, made obvious a certain 
contradiction with their chronology suggested by Grace In spite of this, in 
1994 I a a detailed "subjective" chronology of the Southern Palace of 
Neapolis which was based on the microstratigraphy of the cultural accumula- 
tions and covered the period from the 140s to 112/108 BC. This chronology of 
the Southern Palace has turned out to be consistent with that of the Rhodian 
amphora stamps put forward most recently by G. FinkelsztejnB So, the stamps 
of this assemblage include two out of seven his Group-IVa eponyms, three 
out of seven Group-IVb eponyms, eleven out of twelve Group-Va officials, 
ten out of twelve his Group-Vb eponyms, six out of his first seven Group-Vc 
magistrates dated from 120 to 114 BC, and only four stamps from the later 
period (See Table 1). 

The most indicative is the microstratigraphy of the floor inside the main 
megaron where a layer of a total destruction (D1) buried 23 successive levels 
of a floor (Fig. 6). 

These adobe levels are identical in structure and divided by equally thin 
inter-layers of dirt. Thus, each new surface of a floor was connected with a new 
layer of plaster on the walls and of the central hearth. From this it becomes 
obvious that there was a regularity with which the megaron was updated. 
Such a situation has many ethnographic parallels: in various cultures the 
annual repairs of cult constructions and dwellings, besides being of practical 
importance also have a deep sacral meaning Й 

On the basis of many different criteria destruction layer D1 can be linked 
to the Diophantos Campaigns against the Scythians, which are dated, based 
on events, to 114-112 or alternatively to 110-108 BCH As the destruction of 
Scythian Neapolis took place at the end of the Diophantos Wars, the date of the 
destruction could be defined as 112 or 108 BC respectively. This assumption 
is consistent with two coins found in the same destruction layer - one from 
Amisos (young male head in crested helmet/sword in sheath) and one from 
Pantikapaion (head of Athena in a helmet/ prow) (Figs. 3.63 and 3.65) fd 

The hypothetical 23 years corresponding to the number of floors subtracted 
from the year of the final destruction give us 135 or 131 BC as a date of erec- 
tion of a new megaron. This date can also be proved by a stamp of Aristogeitos, 
an official of Finkelsztejn’s period 5a. Therefore, the upper and lower dates 
of the megaron’s existence should fall within the chronological brackets of the 


Fig. 1. Situation plan of the settlement of Scythian Neapolis. 
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entire period 5 of the Rhodian stamping (from c. 145 to c. 108 BC). Follow- 
ing this sequence, the first fire, which corresponds to floor 1 of the megaron 
would have happened about 135/131 BC, and the second fire linked to floor 
9 would have taken place in 127/123 BC. The stratification of floors inside 
the megaron is consistent with other alterations, which have taken place in 
the Palace as a whole. 

The following description gives a notion about the detailed composition 
of horizons E and D. 

Horizon E is the earliest. It is divided into two sub-horizons: E2 and F1. 

Sub-horizon E2 consists of thin layers of loamy soil, adobe surfaces and 
floors in several dug-outs and surface buildings (Fig. 2.4.E2). Under the mega- 
ron were revealed the remains of an earlier surface construction (a proto- 
megaron), which in turn had nine layers of adobe floors. According to the 
stratigraphy it was completely rebuilt into the new monumental megaron 
discussed above (Fig. 2.4.E2-1). 

The sub-horizon E2 is dated by the following finds: several handles of the 
Rhodian amphoras, fragments of a black-glazed Attic amphora with twisted 
handles and painted decoration on the upper body, and the mould-made 
bowls. 

Sub-horizon Е1. This layer reveals obvious traces of a fierce fire: the 
scorched clay and plaster of walls, plentiful charcoal, and burned fragments 
of pottery. This sub-horizon represented by the local layers and thin interca- 
lations found in situ inside and near those buildings of the complex we have 
mentioned. The megaron was the only building of the Palace, which after 
the accident was carefully cleaned from a layer of Fire. Most "of fire debris" 
from here was displaced 150 meters to the south, where it was uncovered by 
excavations in 1979-1988. 

The dating material from sub-horizon Е1 (or Fire 1) is extraordinarily 
rich and various. First of all there are more than one hundred of the Rhodian 
amphora stamps. Also found were various beads of glass, a Middle La Téne 
bronze brooch, hundreds of fragments belonging to several black-glazed and 
red-slip vessels, large painted fusiform unguentaria and lagynoi (Fig. 4.1-4, 6, 
13-16, 18-20, 22-23, 27-29, 37, 39-41), undecorated unguentaria, lamps, small 
ceramic altars and thymiateria, frying pans and saucepans made of clay, 
mould-made bowls, etc. 

Thus, the finds in the fire layer include the Rhodian stamps of one eponym 
of Finkielsztejn's Group IVb, stamps of five eponyms of Group Va, and four 
eponyms of Group Vb (see Table 1). 

Found burnt in one of the buildings were: a small Rhodian amphora, a 
lagynos and a pot with double-barreled handles. Found in another building 
were a red-slip kantharos and a plate (Fig. 4.15, 29), and several Scythian 
handmade pots and lamps. 

One of the ceramic deposits of Fire 1 is especially indicative, for it can be 
interpreted as a cargo of the burned down vehicle. Found west of the mega- 
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ron, on the area no more than 10-15 m? were: an amphora presumably of 
the Samian manufacture, five Rhodian amphoras, a black-glazed bowl with 
stamped decoration, the bottom part of an unguentarium and a head frag- 
ment of a terracotta thymiaterion shaped originally as a half-figure of Demeter 
with polychrome painting. Particularly interesting are the upper parts of four 
Rhodian amphoras with rectangular stamps on the handles. Three eponymic 
stamps with the name of Anaxandros and the month Panamos are made by 
the same die. Two of them are associated with stamps of a fabricant Damokles, 
also executed by one and the same die, and the third one - with a fabricant 
stamp of Komos. The fourth pair - an eponym Pausanias and a fabricant Timo 
- belongs to the most massive amphora with a graffito on the shoulder. One 
handle is marked with a fabricant stamp of Midas. 

Horizon D is divided into four sub-horizons: D4-D1. 

Sub-horizon D4 is represented by several floors of the megaron, and also by 
a pool made of stone blocks and several fencings. Stratigraphically it directly 
follows fire E1. At the same time was erected a heroon of the King Argotas, 
constructed as a Doric temple with two columns in antis (Fig. 2.4.D4). 

Sub-horizon D3. This is a layer of a general reconstruction of the com- 
plex, an erection of buildings around the megaron and the courtyard. Their 
construction involved an extensive use of regular blocks of limestone - whole 
and broken (Fig. 2.4.D3-2). 

Sub-horizon D2. This layer reflects a reconstruction of some of the com- 
ponents of the Palace, and a local Fire 2, which is stratigraphically connected 
with floor 9 of the megaron (Figs. 2.4.D3-2 and 6). 

The architectural remains of sub-horizons D4, D3 and D2 are accompanied 
by the homogeneous ashes-loamy soil up to 0.6 m thick. In many places it is 
intersected by a thin layer of Fire 2, which is also seen on the floors of all three 
buildings. After this fire and up to the moment of destruction of the megaron 
(sub-horizon D1) the floor was renovated sixteen times (Fig. 6). 

In these sub-horizons more than 200 stamped handles of the Rhodian 
amphoras have been found. 

Most of the stamps are of Finkielsztejn's periods Va and Vb (see Table 1). 

Found on floor 21 of the megaron was a bronze coin of Skilouros (Fig. 
6.21) El On the same floor a broad-bellied Sinopean amphora was deposited 
at the place of the hearth. 

There were also plenty of various broken imported vessels, such as plates, 
cups with figured handles, fish-plates, kantharoi, mould-made bowls, lagy- 
noi, unguentaria. More than half of these items are covered by red slip. One 
of the lagynoi bears a graffito, line 2 of which reads “XAIPE” (Fig. 4.42). Of 
a special interest are fragments of several white-slipped vessels with painted 
decoration, which is very rare for the northern Black Sea region. Sets of Greek 
cooking-ware are also characteristic. These are: saucepan with lids, frying pans 
and pots with round bottom. It is the only attested case of usage of Greek 
cooking vessels on a large scale in Scythia. 


264 Jurij P. Zajceo 


Sub-horizon D1. This level is represented by crushed yellow clay with 
fragments of white plaster, fragments of a tile and mud-bricks, and pieces of 
painted plaster (Fig. 6.D1). It was formed by simultaneous destruction of the 
mud-brick walls and tiled roofs of the Palace buildings. 

Found in this layer were more than 30 stamps of the Rhodian amphoras 
with names of eponyms of periods IVb, Va, Vb, and Vc (according to Finkiel- 
sztejn 2001, see Table 1). 

Also found were fine gold ornaments (earring, various beads and appli- 
ques) (Fig. 3.55-60), a Middle La Téne bronze brooch (Fig. 3.66), and three 
bronze coins, of which two are of Pantikapaion, and one is of Amisos (Fig. 
3.63-65). 

The imported pottery is comparable in number and variety with finds from 
earlier horizons of the Palace. Particularly interesting is a set of objects from 
the “Eastern house” of the Southern Palace. Here were found: an unusual 
painted jug with double-barrel handle, a tiny painted amphora with fluted 
body, a terracotta of Aphrodite with Eros, a lead weight and bronze keys 
from caskets. 

Thus, it is obvious, that the horizons D and E of the Southern Palace of 
Neapolis should be definitely dated to the second half of the 2nd century BC. 
This is, above all, apparent from the presence of numerous Rhodian stamps 
of the period 150-108 BC (according to Grace) or Finkielsztejn’s groups Va-c 
(see Table 1). 

It is also possible to synchronize with sub-horizons D2 and D1 the majority 
of burials of the Mausoleum, which was built during the general reconstruc- 
tion of the Palace (sub-horizon D3). 

The main burial, namely that of Skilouros, was accomplished in the Mau- 
soleum in 114/113 BCH Actually, for several years members of his clan were 
buried there - to be close to the body of a king. Among finds from the burials 
are: unguentaria, red-slip cups and other vessels, a gold brooch and Middle La 
Тепе bronze brooches, two La Tène swords, an iron helmet, a huge quantity 
of beads and gold ornaments (Fig. 7). 

To my knowledge, it is still a unique case in the archaeology of the north- 
ern Black Sea region, that both a residence and the burial of the king have 
been discovered as two parts of a uniform complex. 

Thus I have presented a modern chronological model of Scythian Neapolis 
in the second century BC. And if it will stand the test of time, the rich mater- 
ial assemblage of the Southern Palace after its final treatment can become a 
touchstone for the northern Black Sea region of the Late Hellenistic period. 
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Table 1. Correlation between the Rhodian атрһота stamps from Scythian Neapolis and the chrono- 
logical sequence of the eponyms by Finkielsztejn (2001). 
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Fig. 2. The Southern Palace of Scythian Neapolis; 1) plan of the Palace; 2) reconstruction 
of the megaron; 3) the inscriptions mentioning the kings Argotas and Skilouros found 
at the territory of the Palace; 4) the building horizons of the Palace. 
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Fig. 4. Samples of imported pottery from the Southern Palace. 
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Fig.5. Basic stratigraphy of the Southern Palace. Horizons E-A. 
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Fig. 7. Some of the finds from the Mausoleum of Skilouros. 
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The Royal Grave from the Time of 
Mithridates Eupator in the Crimea 
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The paper is devoted to the richest and most remarkable grave from Sarma- 
tian times in the Crimea. The grave was discovered under the direction of the 
Soviet archaeologist Askold Séepinskij in May 1974. The barrow was named 
Nogajcik, after the area near the excavation site (Fig. 1). 

The complex has never previously been completely published. Jewellery 
and limited information about the burial rite were published by A. Simonenko 
in 1993 бітолепко was not in possession of all the information about the 
barrow but he suggested dating it from the end of the 1st to the beginning of 
the 2nd century ADB 

Another publication of the complex was prepared by A. Scepinskij and 
appeared in Zeitschrift für Archäologie in 1994] he grave was presented in the 
context of the Sarmatian antiquities and dated to the end of the 2nd century 
BC - 1st century ADH The publication included some features of the burial 
rite and some sketches of items not mentioned in the review made by Sim- 
onenko. It happened, however, that the article was insufficiently known in 
Russia and Ukraine, so the different date proposed by Scepinskij was never 
discussed by other archaeologists. 

Jewellery from the barrow was also treated in a special article by Michael 
Treister He attributed these ornaments to the Late Hellenistic period and 
was puzzled by the large gap between their date and the accepted date of 
the grave itself. 

Being involved in working with documentation left by A. Séepinsky, Ju. 
Zajcev and I have prepared a full publication of this monument} The subject 
of the present paper is the chronology of the Nogajéik burial. 

The burial rite of the grave is as follows. The inhumation utilised a wooden 
sarcophagus painted with white, blue and lilac colours. The sarcophagus was 
lined with a carpet or with a similar fabric mainly of a red colour. The bot- 
tom of the sarcophagus, particularly its central part was filled with pieces of 
incense. The top of the sarcophagus was covered by fabric embroidered with 
gold appliqué of various types. 

The body in the sarcophagus was that of a woman aged between 35 and 
40, 1.70 m in height. Her head was covered with pieces of gold appliqué, pos- 
sibly a head-dress. A pair of ear-rings lay nearby (Fig. 2.3). A torque (Fig. 2.1) 
was placed around the neck. The ends of the torque, which bear images of 
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Fig. 1. Situation of the Nogajcik barrow. 


animals, were at the back. Another necklace (Fig. 2.4) and a brooch-pin (Fig. 
2.5) were placed on top of it. The chest of the deceased was ornamented with 
beads of stone, glass and gold. Two dresses of the dead woman were made 
of silk of mixed quality. 

Both hands of the dead woman, ornamented with massive armlets (Fig. 
2.7) were inserted into silver cups. The feet were ornamented with bracelets 
of gold wire and tiny beads of black glass and jet. 

All other items were found to the right of the body. These are: a red-slip 
unguentarium (Fig. 3.2), a black-polished jug, a mirror-like object in a vessel 
of bone, and a silver gilded vessel (Fig. 3.3). A substantial number of items, 
mainly of gold, were found in the south-west corner of the sarcophagus placed 
inside a leather receptacle ornamented with bronze appliqués. 

The burial goods could be divided into several groups. 


Fig. 2. Jewellery from grave 18: 1) torque; 2) amulet-bead; 3) earring; 4) necklace; 
5) brooch-pin; 6) pendant; 7) armlet; 8) brooch; 9) dolphin-brooch; 10-11) finger-rings. 
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Fig. 3. Imported vessels and objects of horse harness: 1) plate of faience; 2) unguen- 
tarium; 3) silver cup; 4) millefiori cup; 5-6) objects of horse harness. 
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JEWELLERY (Fig. 2) 


Bracelets (Fig. 2.7). These items decorated with images of Eros and Psyche 
could with justice be called the most impressive objets d'art found in the 
Barbarian Crimea. M. Treister has examined such aspects of the bracelets 
as: subject matter, application of sculpture figures, use of pearl-beads, and 
hinge construction However, some special important details of bracelets 
were never mentioned. 

Figures of Eros and Psyche emerge from the open flower with four petals. 
The same type of rosettes decorates the handles of a silver cup from the same 
grave. This rare motif is characteristic of Late Hellenistic objects H 

Another expressive element of the bracelets is the use of small beads of 
agate and their imitation of black glass with crossed white bands mixed with 
green round beads and small rings of gold ornamented with granulationB The 
use of such beads and rings is characteristic of the 2nd-1st cent. BC. 

Earrings (Fig. 2.3). The earrings are of the well-known type of Hellenistic 
ornaments with central disk and pendants. Under the upper inlay there is 
an important detail - a gold U-shaped band with tiny granulation, which is 
known as an "Isis-crown". Such a detail appears on articles of the 2nd century 
BCllSmall rosettes made by granulation and amphora-pendants with central 
beads are also quite distinctive! 

Special attention should also be paid to the small granulated rings made 
with green beads and agate inlays. Such characteristics prompt the sugges- 
tion that the earrings and bracelets were made as one set. 

Finger-rings. Both finger-rings (Fig. 2.10-11) are of Hellenistic type in shape. 
Their frames can be dated to 3rd-2nd centuries ВСІ One has gold inlay with 
the image of a female deity (Aphrodite, Demeter?) executed in relief (Fig. 
2.10). 

Another (Fig. 2.11) is inlayed with an intaglio cut in glass of reddish- 
brown colour, which was formerly thought to be cornelian‘4Simonenko has 
mentioned that this intaglio “of Roman time" was set in an early frame 
This suggestion is unorthodox. Usually gems were valued and passed from 
generation to generation and only framed at a later date. The reverse situation 
is still unknown. 

Gems can be dated by their subject, style, technique of cutting, shape 
and material of inlay. Тһе Nogajcik intaglio bears the representation of a 
woman's head wearing a crown. Her hair-dress is shown with parallel locks 
combed back into a chignon. These features are characteristic of portraits 
of Arsinoe Ш Finger-rings with her image were very popular in northern 
Black Sea region. In necropoleis of Greek cities more then 10 examples have 
been found М АП them are dated from c. 200 BC to the first decades of the 2nd 
century BC. The bronze example with an image of this queen comes from the 
barbarian catacomb of the 2nd century BC in South-West Crimea (this mater- 
ial has not yet been published). 
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Since we discovered that the intaglio is not made from a “genuine” stone 
as was formerly believed, the discussion of its provenance and date should 
be reopened. Judging by its shape the inlay should be dated to the 3rd-2nd 
centuries BC. But according to D. Plantzos, stylistic features argue that the 
intaglio was made in the so-called “Coarse Style” Ї In Plantzos' view such 
objects were copied by casting from proper representations, the work then 
being completed with a cutting tool until the illusion of a cut stone was created. 
Therefore such representations look coarser then proper ones. These features 
are visible on the Nogajcik intaglio, which should therefore be dated after the 
gems made in the "Coarse Style" to the 2nd century BC. Consequently the 
intaglio and the frame of the finger-ring are synchronous. 

Necklace (Fig. 2.4). This item was mistakenly treated by Simonenko as a 
diadem. This example belongs to the well-known type of Hellenistic jewel- 
lery with a simple chain and elaborated ends. Exact parallels can be found 
among objects from the necropolis of Taranto and some other localities of the 
3rd - early 2nd century ВСЁ 

Brooch-pin (Fig. 2.5). This type of ornament was particularly popular in 
the North Caucasus (Kuban’) region in Late Hellenistic times. There is a 
wide range of articles made in the same style and techniqueP The distinc- 
tive features of the style are: S-shaped pieces of wire with a granule at the 
curl, tiny cones with granulation, ornamental rows composed of plain and 
curled wire. 

Pendant with scaraboid (Fig. 2.6). The inlay is made of a local variety of 
chalcedony. The peculiarities of the frame could be indicative of the date for 
this item. These are: the combination of plain and curled wire, the zig-zag 
edge, and an absence of layout. Similar objects are dated to the second half 
of the 2nd century BCH 

Flagon-pendants. Tiny flagon-pendants (Fig. 4.1) were popular elements 
of Greek necklaces from the 6th century BC and onwards. Most of them are 
original in style. The small pendant from the Nogajéik barrow has more or 
less close analogies in jewellery of the 2nd century BC from Pelinnaiorland 
Genoa. 

Another flagon-pendant (Fig. 4.2) belongs to a special type with a cylin- 
drical lid and two loops on both sides. K. Skalon identified five groups of 
such articles and dated them from the 1st to the 7th centuries Ар. Р For such 
typology she notes the tendency to make their proportions longer. Accord- 
ing to this observation the pendant from Nogajcik is the most “stocky” and 
consequently the earliest in the series of such items. Its ornamentation, par- 
ticularly the band of trefoils inlayed with blue, light-blue and green glass has 
direct analogies in ornaments of the 2nd century ВСЁ 

Pyxis (Fig. 4.3). This perfume-vessel is stylistically close to the articles 
of so-called Pontic Graphical Style of Late Hellenistic times P A distinctive 
rosette on the bottom, which was not ever mentioned in publications, also 
provides this date. 
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Fig. 4. Gold miniature vessels: 1) tiny flagon-pendant; 2) flagon-pendant; 3) pyxis. 
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Fibulae. In terms of its artistic value alone the brooch in the shape of a 
dolphin (Fig. 2.9) is unique. In construction the item belongs to the type of 
two-needled fibula. The earliest example of such a fibula is dated to the 3rd 
century BCE The majority of two-needled fibulae in the Crimea and the 
North Caucasus are dated to the 2nd-1st centuries BC2 but later examples 
are also known. 

Another brooch has a construction traditionally dated to the 1st century 
АРИМ But B. Michlin has drawn attention to the fact that such fibulae have 
been found in complexes of the 2nd-1st centuries BCE Fibulae of this con- 
struction (with lamellate bow and solid receiver) were found, for instance, in 
lower levels of the Mausoleum of Scythian Neapolis dated from the end of 
the 2nd to the early 1st century ВС. 

Beads. Most beads can only be dated very approximately. Four polychrome 
beads with longitudinal-wavy ornament, one of which is ornamented with 
gold ends, are dated mainly from the 3rd to the 1st centuries BC. Large round- 
ish, ribbed beads made of different material are often found in the burials of 
the 2nd-1st centuries BC in the Mausoleum of Scythian Neapolis PJ 

Thus, according to the above analysis the jewellery from the Nogajčik bar- 
row belongs to the Late Hellenistic period, mainly to the 2nd century BC. 


ARTICLES MADE IN ANIMAL STYLE 


Torque (Fig. 2.1). The type of torque, the peculiarities of technique and style 
and three-dimensional relief are features which could locate the torque chrono- 
logically. 

The torque belongs to the multi-coil wire type with separately made ends. 
Ornaments of this type are richly represented in the Siberian collection of 
Peter the Great (where they date from the 5th to the 2nd century BC) and 
the Oxus Treasure P Torques (and bracelets) of such construction were also 
found in the Sarmatian graves of the 2nd-1st centuries ВС. In later times 
(1st century BC - 1st century AD) they were replaced by the pipe type with 
a hinged clasp. 

Images of animals were cut from a semi-product: traces of cutting can be 
seen everywhere. Torques in the Siberian collection show the same feature. 
These articles are also similar to the Nogajcik torque in the way they represent 
the tail of the last animal. 

Amulet. This chalk bead set in a gold frame also has many analogies among 
objects of the Siberian collection Ed 
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IMPORTED VESSELS 


Kylix and cup. The shape and ornamentation identify this cup as Late Hel- 
lenistic Р The handles of Һе kylix are made in the shape of an open flower 
- which is also a Hellenistic feature. Both vessels could be dated to the 2nd 
- early 1st centuries BC. 

Vessel with animal images (Fig. 3.3). This interesting example follows the 
well-known type of Scythian vessels of the 5th-4th centuries ВСР The latest 
example of this type was found in the Zelenskoj Barrow dated to the begin- 
ning of the 3rd century BCE Its ornamentation is truly Hellenistic: a wreath 
with different types of bands, and the subject matter, which could be recon- 
structed as two pairs of animals. 

“Millefiori” cup (Fig. 3.4). Vessels made in “millefiori” technique are very 
rare in the North Black Sea region. The technique was fairly popular in the 
period from the 1st century BC to the 1st century AD. The earliest examples are 
simple in shape and their ornamentation frequently consists of such elements 
as two-coloured, chaotic spirals. The Nogajcik cup bears a close resemblance 
to vessels from the Antikythera ship-wreck of the early 1st century BCH 

Plate of faience (Fig. 3.1). Parallels to this small plate made of greenish-blue 
“ү have been found in Syria and dated to the first half of the 1st century 
BC. 

Ungutarium. No examples of any similarity to the Nogajčik vessel have 
been found in the North Black Sea region. It is known that from the middle 
of the 1st century BC fusiform ungventaria were replaced by ungventaria of 
a bulbous type Around the end of the 1st century BC and the beginning 
of the 1st century AD fusiform unguentaria disappeared. So this item could 
hardly be dated to any time after the middle of the 1st century BC. 


OBJECTS OF LOCAL CULTURE 


Bronze appliqués. These items are characteristic exclusively of the complexes 
of the 2nd-1st centuries BCH They are well represented among the earliest 
burials in the Mausoleum of Scythian Neapolis and in the Sarmatian graves 
of the North Caucasus region. 

Silver ring with a cross. Such objects were found mainly in the Crimean 
graves of the 2nd -1st centuries BC! 

Black-polished jug. It belongs to the North and Central Caucasus pottery of 
the 3rd -1st centuries BCH 

“Mirror”. This object could not be used as a mirror because of the absence 
of any plain surface. Perhaps it was a kind of ritual object. But its general 
appearance evinces a similarity to mirrors of the so-called Bactrian type. 
They were widespread from the Central Asia to the Dniester and the sug- 
gestion that they were produced at Bactrian сетте incorrect. Their local 
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North Caucasus provenance is evident because of the multitude and variety 
of versions of this mirror-type found in the Sarmatian graves of this region. 
Judging by such characteristics as the large disk and the low protuberance 
in the centre, the Nogajcik item could be dated to the end of the 2nd - early 
1st centuries BC. 

Spiral bracelets. These items were fairly popular in the Late Scythian culture 
in the 2nd and 1st centuries BC. 


RARE OBJECTS 


Some other objects are hard to date exactly. These are a plate made of faience, 
a vessel of alabaster, four gold pendants with images of lions and horses, sil- 
ver spoons of simple shape, objects of jade, etc. 

Thus, the majority of grave goods belong to the 2nd century BC. However, 
some objects, such as the ungventarium and millefiori cup would produce a 
later date - but not later than the middle of the 1st century BC. 

One more circumstance induces us to accept the early 1st century BC asa 
reasonable date for the Nogajéik burial. Simultaneously with the grave there 
was a ritual pit dug in the centre of the kurgan mound. It was made at the 
same depth as the grave and afterwards both constructions were re-covered 
with a stratum of burned earth and a new mound. The ritual pit consisted 
of two horse heads laid on the bottom and two sets of horse trappings with 
a head-piece laid at the top of the pit directly beneath the burned earth (Fig. 
3.5-6). Such sets are very specific artifacts. Usually they are dated to the 3rd 
- 2nd centuries BC, but in some cases to the early 1st century BCH 

Thus, with all the data summarized, the complex of the Nogajéik burial 
can be dated with confidence to the early 1st century BC, to the time of Mith- 
ridates Eupator, i.e. two centuries earlier than was formerly believed. For the 
Crimea and for the North Pontic region generally this complex is not only the 
richest grave, but, as regards its composition, it is almost unique. It is nearly 
the only burial, which, on the basis of its components can be compared to 
the so-called ritual hoards widespread in Eastern Europe in the 3rd - early 
1st centuries BC. 
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Adriatic 

Aegean 8, 27, 31, 32, 33, 34, 36, 37, 53, 
55, 57, 61, 62, 97, 128 

Aegean amphora types, see Amphoras, 
Aegean types 

Aeolian amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Aeolian 

Agontos 263 
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Brindisian 33, 57 
Chalkidian 35, 223, 227 
Chersonesean 7, 8, 147, 153, 154, 
160, 161, 164, 172, 174, 182, 184, 185, 
219-221, 223, 225-228, 230 
Chian 32, 33, 35, 42, 43, 55, 56, 59, 
159, 195, 218-221, 227, 240 
Corinthian 55, 65, 222, 223 
Greco-Italic 56, 58 
Herakleian 7, 156, 158, 160, 172, 173, 
182, 194, 218-223, 227, 228, 230 
Knidian, 14, 25, 26, 32, 33, 37, 50, 59, 
62, 76, 156, 221-223 
Koan 32, 33, 55, 221, 223, 227-230 
Kolchian 93, 195, 223 
Lesbian 223 
Mendean 33, 43-49, 53-56, 58, 60, 64, 
156, 160, 195, 223 
Peparethan 56, 218, 223 
Rhodian 8, 9, 13, 20, 22, 23, 25, 32, 
33, 55, 59-61, 63, 69-71, 73, 74, 76, 77, 
82-88, 92, 93, 98, 104, 116, 117, 147, 
152, 153, 162, 163, 174, 175, 194-195, 
223, 228-230, 261-265 
Samian 93, 194 
Sinopean 7, 8, 44, 98, 101-102, 104, 
116, 153, 156, 158, 162, 172, 173, 182, 
183, 194-196, 220-223, 226-229, 263 
Solocha I 56 
Thasian 8, 32, 37-39, 42, 45-46, 48, 
51-53, 60, 66, 98, 99, 104, 182, 184, 
194, 218, 219, 221, 223, 225-228, 230, 
240 
Ust'-Laba type 56, 93 
Anapa 76, 77, 86, 87, 94, 95, 127 
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Ares 123-133, 175 
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Artemis 123, 124, 127, 128, 132-134 

Artemisia 46 

Asander 127 

Asia Minor 37, 61, 62, 142, 143, 145, 229, 
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230, 249, 251, 255, 256, 259, 263, 264, 
279-284 

Bol'áoj Kastel' 82, 163, 174 

Borysthenes 254 

Bosporan amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Bosporan 

Bosporos/ Bosporan 8, 119, 122, 126- 
133, 136, 224, 254 

Brindisian amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Brindisian 

Bug River 249 

Byzantion 110 


Cajka 166, 184 

Cerednikova Mogila 160 

Cerneca (Pervomaevka, 3) 217, 218, 227 

Capo Graziano shipwreck A 61 

Carian 119 

Carthage 36, 59 

Caucasus 280, 282-284 

Chabakta 123-127, 132 

Chalkidian amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Chalkidian 

Chalkidike 35 

Cherson Museum 92 

Chersonesean amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Chersonesean 

Chersonesos 8, 9, 79, 83, 93, 97, 107, 127, 
128, 137-139, 141, 142, 144-147, 149, 
151, 152, 153, 156, 157, 160-167, 175, 
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Chersonesos of Strabo 73 

Chertomlyk barrow 72 

Chian amphoras, see Amphoras, Chian 

Cholmskoe burial ground 82, 84 

Chremonidean War 35, 40, 58, 67, 74 

Chrysostratos 13 

Cogealac 98 
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Corcyra 55 

Corinthian amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Corinthian 

Corinth/Corinthian 12, 13, 14, 22, 25, 
32, 35, 59, 160, 173, 191 

Crimea 9, 162-164, 179, 180, 184, 220, 
229, 230, 275, 279, 297, 282, 284 

Cyprus 72, 80, 94 


Dardanos 134 

Dareios 151 

Daskyleion 140 

Datça Peninsula 33, 60 

Delos/Delian 12, 35, 37, 59, 61, 62, 128, 
142 

Demeter 222, 251, 263, 279 

Demetrias 35, 58, 59 

Demetrios I 164 

Demetrios Poliorketes 140, 141, 151 

Demos 251 

Dia 123-127, 132 

Diogenes, son of Thyaios 255 

Dionysi( ) 163 

Dionysopolis 98 

Dionysos 123, 125-129, 131-133 

Diophantos 164, 175, 261 

Dnieper 9, 72, 217, 218, 225, 227, 231, 
246, 249, 256 


Edomites 36 

Egyptian 58, 229 

El Sec shipwreck 36, 43, 45-46, 48, 49, 
53, 54, 57, 60, 65 

Elizavetovskoe 57, 72-74, 86, 87, 93, 159, 
168-172, 196 

Ephesos 33, 36, 228, 251 

Eretria 35, 40, 55, 56, 59 

Eros 63, 123, 124, 132, 279 

Erythrai/Erythrian 33, 56, 59 

Euboia 33, 226 

Eubolos 51, 53, 172 

Eumelos 163 

Eumenes II 141, 145, 146, 150 

Eupatoria 72, 156, 162 
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Filottrano 51 
Fos, bay of 73 


Galatia 141 

Gavrilovskoe 217, 218, 229 

Gazioura 123-127, 132 

Ge 149 

Gela 56 

Genoa 280 

Getae 9, 253, 254, 256 

Gezer 36 

Glubokaja Pristan’ (Sofievka, 2) 217- 
221, 222-224, 227, 238, 239 

Gobreos 151 

Gorgippia 80, 83, 127, 133, 134, 136 

Graeco-Italic amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Graeco-ltallic 

Greece/Greek 7, 9, 33, 35, 55, 61, 69, 97, 
98, 112, 115, 119, 120, 133, 151, 153, 
175, 176, 184, 249, 255, 263, 279, 280 

GruSevskoe 76 


Halae 59 

Halikarnassos 43, 45, 48, 49, 64 

Halonessos wreck 60 

Hasmonean 59 

Helios 82 

Hera( ) 163 

Herakleia Pontike 69, 97, 107, 139, 145, 
151, 152 

Herakleian amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Herakleian 

Herakleian Peninsula 165, 167, 184 

Herakleios 149 

Herakles 50, 123, 125, 132 

Herodotos, son of Herodotos 149 

Herulean 66 

Himera in Sicily 48 

Hippokles Menippou 42 

Histiaia 19, 20, 29, 226 

Hylaia 251 


Ikos 56 
Ilion 35, 128 
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Inebolu 150 

Ionia/Ionian 191, 228, 230 

Isis 279 

Istros 8, 30, 98-114, 116, 157, 172, 225, 
254 

Italians 61 


Jerusalem 36, 59 
John Hyrcanus 59 


Kabeira 123-127, 132 

Kaliphon 163 

Kallatis 8, 98-107, 109-116 

Kalos Limen 162, 164, 166 

Kamenskoe 217, 218, 225-227, 244 

Kara-Tobe 228 

Kassander 35 

Kassandreia 35 

Kazanlyk barrow 86, 87,95 

Kerch 27, 72, 93, 126, 224 

Kerkinitis 163, 166, 184 

Kios 137, 140, 141, 150, 151 

Kizil-Jar 162 

Klazomenai 33, 69 

Knidian amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Knidian 

Knidos/Knidian 32, 33, 35-37, 55, 57, 
61, 62, 69, 76, 97, 107 

Koan amphoras, see Amphoras, Koan 

Kolchian amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Kolchian 

Komana 123-127, 132 

Kophina 55 

Kopulovka 4, 231 

Kore 251 

Koroni 12-15, 20, 22, 34, 35, 38-40, 53, 
58, 60, 63, 67, 71, 73, 74 

Kos/Koan 33, 55, 56, 107 

Koukos 40, 63 

Kounouphia 39, 40, 63 

Kozyrka II 86 

Kuban 82, 94, 95 

Kyrenia shipwreck 36, 56, 72, 73 

Kyzikos 145 
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La Chrétienne shipwreck C 61 

Lachares 15 

Laodike, wife of Antiochos 142 

Laodike, wife of Mithridates II 142 

Laodikeia 123-127, 132 

Larissa 174 

La-Téne 229, 262, 264 

Latin 259 

Lattes 64, 65 

Lazaret shipwreck 61 

Lemnos 27 

Lenin khutor 82, 85 

Lesbian amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Lesbian 

Litvinenko estate 72 

Ljubimovskoe 217, 218, 230, 246 

Lucullus 61 

Lycia 143 

Lykourgan 51, 172 

Lysaja Gora 217, 218, 226, 227, 245 

Lysimachos 110 


Macedonia 36, 38, 62, 141, 146, 226 

Machares 136 

Majak 156, 168-171 

Marathon 142 

Mariandynians 150, 151 

Marissa 36, 56, 57, 59 

Marzamemi shipwreck G 61 

Matris 149 

Mayachny Peninsula 74, 76 

Mediterranean 7, 31, 34, 55, 57, 60, 69 

Megara/Megarian 94, 190, 191, 198, 
228-230, 251 

Men 127, 133, 134 

Mendean amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Mendean 

Mesambria 98, 145 

Mesopotamia 120 

Metro( ) 163 

Mezvodnoe 166 

Miletos/Milesian 116, 190, 251 

Mithridates I Ktistes 140, 141, 150, 151 

Mithridates I of Kios 140 
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Mithridates II 142, 150 

Mithridates II of Kios 137, 140, 141, 144, 
150 

Mithridates IV 142-144, 147, 150, 152 

Mithridates of Armenia 145, 150 

Mithridates V 144, 150 

Mithridates VI Eupator/Mithridatic 
8, 9, 14, 37, 61, 62, 119-122, 127-136, 
137, 140, 144, 151, 175, 249, 251, 253- 
257, 275, 284 

Mulhaltepe 60 

Mummius 13 

Murighiol necropolis 98, 116 

Mylasa 119 

Myrmekion 74, 76, 126, 129-131 

Mysia 150, 151 


Neapolis, see Scythian Neapolis 
Neikeratos, son of Papias 251 
Nike 123, 125-134 

Nikonion 168-171 

Nilos 254 

Nogajéik 9, 275, 276, 279-284 
Novo-Fedorovka 168-171, 184, 220 
Nymphaion 72 

Nysa 142, 150, 151 


Odessa 82 

Odessos 112, 113 

Olbia/Olbian 9, 30, 78, 82, 113, 128, 158, 
196, 217-222, 225, 226, 229, 231, 249- 
257, 260 

Olynthos 7, 12, 15, 21, 22, 35, 43, 46-52, 
64-66, 160 

Ordu (Kotyora) 164 

Orgame 98 

Oxus 282 


Pan 128 

Panamos 263 

Panskoe I 86, 87, 158-160, 166, 172, 173, 
179, 184, 191, 196 

Pantikapaion 30, 113, 114, 127, 128, 133- 
136, 184, 226, 260, 261, 264, 276 
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Paphlagonia 123, 140, 150, 254 

Parmeniskos 35 

Parthenos 165, 185 

Parthian 120 

Pegasos 123, 125, 126, 129, 131-135 

Pelinnaion 280 

Pella 35, 57, 59 

Peparethan amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Peparethan 

Peparethos 56 

Pergamon/ Pergamene 25, 36, 37, 71, 78, 
104, 128, 141, 145, 161, 198, 228, 229, 
251, 254 

Perseus 123-132 

Perseus, king of Macedonia 192 

Persian 66, 122, 140 

Pervomaevka 2, 217, 218, 226, 245 

Pescanka 168-171 

Peter the Great 282 

Petuchovka 82, 84 

Phanagoreia 128, 133, 134, 136 

Pharnakeia 123-127, 132 

Pharnakes I 8, 137, 139-147, 149, 150, 
152, 161-163 

Philip П 12, 38, 57, 157 

Phrygia 140 

Phrynichos 140 

Pietroiu 76 

Pimolisa 123-127, 132 

Piraeus 126 

Plouton 251 

Pontic Sea, see Black Sea 

Pontic Cappadocia 122 

Pontos/ Pontic 8, 9, 34, 120, 122, 123, 
126, 128, 131, 136, 137, 139-142, 145, 
150, 151, 153, 249, 254-256 

Porthmion 93 

Porticello shipwreck 36, 43, 45, 45, 48, 
49, 56, 60, 64, 65 

Poseidon 128, 133, 134 

Posideos, son of Dionysios 251 

Pozzino shipwreck 61 

Protogenes 231, 251 

Prusias 142, 145, 150 
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Psyche 279 
Ptolemaia 23 
Ptolemy II 13 


Q-painter 64 


Rheneia 12, 20, 44, 45, 48, 65 

Rhodos/Rhodian 22, 23, 33-37, 50, 55, 
58, 69-71, 74, 76, 77, 80, 83, 86, 92, 97, 
98, 104-112, 119, 120, 141, 143, 251 

Rhodian amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Rhodian 

Rhodian Pereia 33, 35, 71, 76, 93 

Rome/Roman 61, 119, 120, 130, 134, 
137, 139-141, 143, 145, 146, 149, 152, 
256 

Rostov 92 

Russia 27, 70, 275 


Sabazios 190 

Saki 184 

Salamis 67 

Samaria 36 

Samian amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Samian 

Samos/Samian 33, 69, 198, 228, 251, 263 

Samothrace 229 

San Ferreol shipwreck 61 

Sarichioi 98 

Sarmatian 9, 275, 282, 283, 284 

Satu Nou 98, 116 

Scythia/Scythian 9, 163, 167, 175, 179, 
217, 225, 227-231, 246, 261-263, 283, 
284 

Scythian Neapolis 9, 79, 174, 175, 228, 
250-265, 267, 269-273, 282, 283 

Seleucid 8, 137, 141, 142, 147, 150, 164 

Seleucos II 142 

Serce Limani shipwreck 60 

Seuthopolis 62 

Severnaja ravine 252 

Siberian 282 

Sinope/Sinopean 50, 54, 57, 62, 67, 69, 
97, 98, 101-102, 103, 107-111, 113, 
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115, 116, 122-131, 134, 136, 140, 141, 
146, 150, 198 

Sinopean amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Sinopean 

Skilouros 231, 251, 252, 259, 263, 264 

Smyrna 251, 252 

Solocha I amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Solocha I 

South-Donuzlav 184 

Spargi shipwreck 61 

Spina 64 

Starokorsunskaja settlement no. 2 78, 
77, 82-83, 85, 94 

Stephanos, son of Alexander 251, 255 

Sulla/Sullan 12, 14, 26, 28, 36, 37, 57, 
60-62, 143 

Syria 164, 251 


Tanais 80-82, 84, 94 

Taranto 280 

Taulara 123-127, 132 

Tektas Burnu shipwreck 60 

Terekly-Konrat 163, 175 

Thasian amphoras, see Amphoras, 
Thasian 

Thasos/Thasian 31, 33-38, 40, 42, 43, 
48-50, 57, 62, 63, 66, 69, 73, 74, 97, 99- 
102, 107-110, 112, 115, 163 

Thessalonike 56, 57 

Thessaly/Thessalian 33, 35, 56, 174 

Thrace 33 

Tiberius 27 

Tigranes the Great 120 

Tinos 27 

Tomis 8, 98-113, 116, 254 

Trabzon 175 

Tralles 120 

Trapezous 122 

Troad 33, 67 

Tychandros 142 

Tyche 123 

Tyras 251, 254 

Tyritake 129 
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Ukraine 275 Yuzhno-Donuzlavskoe 175 
Usad’ba Litvinenko (Stanislav, 2) 217- 
219, 222, 223, 236, 237 Zajacja ravine 253 
Ust’-Alma 175 Zapadno-Donuzlavskoe 168-171 
Ust’-Laba type amphoras, see Zelenskoj Barrow 27, 283 
Amphoras, Ust'-Laba type Zeus 123-125, 127-133, 136, 149 
Zeus Eleutherios 252 
Valea lui Voicu 98, 116 Zeus Olympios 252 
Vamvouri Ammoudia 40, 63 Znamenskoe 217, 218, 228-231 
Vani 57 Zolotaja Balka 217, 218, 229, 230 
Vetrenaja Bay 166 Zolotoe 230 


Xerxes 151 
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Agasikles 165, 195, 219 
Agathon Gnathonos 220 
Agestratos 74, 76 
Agia 61 

Agrios 67 
Ainesidamos II 77-78, 80 
Aischinas 163 
Aischines 196, 222 
Aischines П 226 
Aischines, son of Iphios 196 
Aischrion 40 
Aischron I 58, 63 
Amphandros 63 
Amphikrates 222 
Amphitas 161 
Amyntas, fabricant 94 
Anaxandros 263 
Andres 37,61 
Antianax 40 
Antilochos II 80, 83 
Antimachos 162, 172 
Apolla( ) 195 

Apollas Choreiou 176 
Apollas( ) 195 
Apollodoros 222, 226 
Apollodoros П 226 
Apollonidas 228 
Apollonios 166, 195 
Aratophanes 175 
Archelas 158, 173 
Archembrotos I 228 
Archibios 163 
Archilaidas 80, 82, 94 
Archinos 163 
Archiptolemos 173 
Archokrates II 80 
Aretakles 74 

Argeios 63 

Aristainos 50 
Aristeidas 80 


Aristeidas II 78 
Aristeidas III 82, 84 
Aristeides 62 

Aristeios 116 

Aristi( ), fabricant 87 
Aristodamos 81 
Aristodamos II 80 
Aristogeitos 261 
Aristokles 158 
Aristokr( ) 50 
Aristokrates II, fabricant 25, 29 
Aristomachos I 162, 163 
Aristomenes 44, 47 
Ariston 176 

Ariston 36, 61 
Aristophanes II 50, 63 
Aristophon II 63 
Artemidoros 196 
Artemidoros, son of Pasiadas 166 
Autokrates 63 

Axios, fabricant 76 


Bakchios 162 
Bakchos 161 

Baton 66 

Bethyllos 230 

Bion І 19, 24, 27, 183 
Borys 226 

Bromios 162 


Chaireas 50, 63, 66 
Chairimenes, fabricant 65 
Charixenides 222 
Choreios 165, 175 
Choreios Lykonos 176 
Chrysostratos 73, 74 


Daimon 116 
Daimothemis 116 
Damastes 50 


Damokles 263 
Damophon 158, 222 
Deialkos 160, 161 
Deinopas 34, 58 

Delphis Artemidorou 116 
Demalkes 39, 63 


Demetrios, son of Theugnetos 196, 220 


Demetrios, fabricant 74 

Dionysios 158 

Dioskouridas, son of Theodoros 166, 
195 

Drakontidas, fabricant 36, 61 


Endemos 44, 54, 67, 226 

Epielpos 156, 172, 222, 226 

Epigonos I 116 

Eraton 63 

Erm( ) 55 

Euagoras 40 

Eudamos 162, 163 

Eudamos? 78, 94 

Eumelos, son of Apollonios 165, 166, 
176 

Euopis 158 

Eupamon 158 

Euphron, fabricant 67 

Eurua(nax?) 38 

Eurydamos 158 

Evagoras 63 


Gorgon 82, 84, 162, 163 
Gyrittos 156, 172 


Hegisipolis 63 
Hegisiteles 63 
Hekataios I 226 
Heragoras 162, 163 
Herakleidas 158 
Herakleios 176, 195 
Hermantos 158 
Hermophantos 61, 62 
Herodotos 219, 221 
Herophantos 63 
Hieron I 25, 78 
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Hieroteles, fabricant 76, 94 
Hikesios 162, 226 
Histiaios 182, 222 


Iasikrates 116 

Idnades 39, 63 

leron I 55 

Ikesios 55, 56 

Iobakchos Molpagorou 116 
Isagores 50 

Istron, son of Apollonidas 165, 176 


Kadmos 40 

Kallias 158 

Kallikles, fabricant 74 
Kallikratidas І 76-77, 94 
Kallikratidas П 20, 55, 94 
Kalliphon, fabricant 65 
Kallisthenes 196 
Kallistratos 222 
Kallistratos, son of Kallistratos 166 
Kephisophon 63 
Kleitomachos 116 

Kleitos 40, 62, 63, 158-161, 173 
Klenostratos 80, 83 
Kleoph(anes), fabricant 65 
Kleostratos 39 

Klephon Ш 63 

Komos 263 

Kotytion 228 

Kratidas 80 

Kratinos 63 

Kronios 222 

Kychris 63 

Kyros 173 


Labro( ) 158 
Lykon Choreio 176 


Lykon, son of Apollonios 165, 166, 176 


Lysandros 74, 76, 93, 116 


Mantitheos 156, 172, 222 
Matris 165, 195, 197 
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Matrodoros, son of Lysippos 165, 166, Philonidas 116, 222 


176 Philonikos 222 
Megakleides 63 Philophr(on) 55 
Megon II 66 Phorbas II 226 
Menalkes 222 Polyaratos 86, 87 
Menedemos 63 Polykles 74, 76, 94 
Menemachos, workshop 36 Polykrates 63, 93, 116 
Menoitos 158 Polyon 63 
Mentaios 73, 74 Polytimos 63 
Midas 263 Poseidonios 156, 172, 222 
Mikrios 182 Poseidonios Ш 226 
Mikythos, fabricant 86 Poseidonios, son of Hephaistodoros 226 
Mnesikles 182, 226 Pratophanes 80 
Mnesios I 226 Psammis 196 

Pyronidas 158 
Nanon 165, 195 Pythion 50 
Nauplios 40 Pythion V 36, 60 
Nauson 222 Pythion VI 63 
Nikandros 33,57 Pythogenes 162, 163 
Nikasion 158 Pythokles 182 
Nikeas 176 
Nikeas, son of Herakleios 165 Rhamphias 158 
Nikeas, son of Herogeitos 165 
Nikomachos 82, 85 Satyrion 158 
Nikomedes 173 SatyrosI 63 
Nikon 116 Satyros II 63 
Nossos 158 Satyros III 63 

Silanos I 158 
Onasandros 58 Simaios, son of Eurydamos 162 
Onasos 158 Simylinos П 80 
Orthesilas 158 Sostratos 116 

Sotas I, fabricant 74, 76, 86, 87 
Pamphaes 66 Symmachos 165 
Panphaes 50, 66 Syriskos 176 
Pasiadas, son of Artemidoros 166 
Pasion I 164, 165, 176 Teles 38, 42, 43, 44 
Pausanias I 76, 77, 94, 263 Thearion 172 
Pausanias III 162, 163 Theogeitos 222 
Pheidippos 63 Theogenes 158, 195 
Philiskos 63 Theopeithes 226 
Philisteides 63 Theoxenos 226 
Philisteus 56 Thersandros 82, 84 
Philokrates 24, 116, 226 Thespon 63 


Philon 222, 226 Thestor 80, 116 
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Theudorides 182 Timasitheos 116 
Theunetos 196 Timo( ) 116, 263 
Theupeithes 182 Timokrates I 116 
Theuphanes 78, 80 Timorios 54 
Theuphanes II 116 Timostratos 74, 76 

Ti( ) 158 Timourhodos 162, 163 
Tima( ) 116 

Timar( ) 116 Xenophantos 81 
Timaratos, fabricant 82 Xenophon 80 
Timarchos 116 Xenostratos 23, 24 
Timarchos, fabricant 72, 93 Zenon, fabricant 23, 58, 60, 77 


Timasagoras 80 


The index does not include the names 
in Tab. 1, p. 88; Tab. 2, p. 89-91; Tab. 
2, p. 168-171; Fig. 5, p. 185; Tab. 1, p. 
265-266. 


Index locorum 


APPIANOS 
Mithridateios Quaestiones convivales 
9: 140 680b: 175 
10: 144 
23: 61 
112: 116 
POLYBIOS 
DIO CHRYSOSTOMOS далала го? 
24.1.3: 152 
Orationes 24.15.1-2: 152 
36.4: 254 25.2: 152 
25.2.3-15: 137, 145 
27.17: 142, 150 
DIODOROS SIKULOS зәл? 
15.90.2: 140 
19.52.2: 12 
22.111.4: 140, 141 7.4.7; 259 
LIVIUS THUCYDIDES 
40.2.6: 141 3.104: 12 
MEMNON INSCRIPTIONS 
FGrHist III B, F, 13(21): 117 CIL VI, 30922: 143 
IG XI, 1056: 142, 150 
IOSPE P, 32: 251 
2 од. 
ІОЅРЕ Р, 35: 251, 253, 254, 256 
Demetrius IOSPE Р, 201: 253 
4.1: 140 IOSPE 12, 352: 259 
4.4: 140 IOSPE Р, 402: 137-141, 144-147, 161 
Lucullus IOSPE Р, 403: 153 


3.3: 61 ІОЅРЕ Р, 414: 166 
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